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Foreword
Thepurpose ofthisreport,theresultofwork undertaken overthepastthreeyears,
is to set out the European Commission’s vision for the future of Europe’s policy to
reduce disparities and to promote greater economic, social and territorial
cohesion.
It’s preparation has not just been a technical exercise. On the contrary, it has in-
volved extensive consultations at European, national, regional and local level in
an effort to ensure that this new vision responds to needs and to the legitimate
expectations of Europe’s citizens.
Inthecourse oftheseconsultations, Ihavebeenasked manysearching questions
ontheimpact—the“addedvalue”—oftheinterventionsoftheEuropeanUnionin
this field. For example, has cohesion policy succeeded in reducing the economic,
social and territorial inequalities in standards of living and levels of opportunity?
The report provides a detailed response to such important questions. It confirms
thatEurope’saddedvaluehasbeensignificantatmanylevels,intermsoftherapid
reduction of the gaps in incomes between rich and poor, the creation of many new
opportunities often in innovative activities and the creation of the networks linking
regions, businesses and people across the continent.
The report also confirms that an equally important contribution has been made to
the way that we in Europe tackle our economic problems. European cohesion pol-
icyhasbeenthecatalystfornewformsofpartnershipinvolvingtheregionalandlo-
cal authorities, national governments and the Union, working both within and
across national borders, planning and implementing common development
strategies.
All of this essential work will be far from over when the current generation of
programmes comes to an end in 2006. The future holds many challenges as a re-
sult of the major increase in the Union’s social and economic disparities following
enlargement, a likely acceleration in the pace of economic change as a result of
greater competition due toglobalisation, theeffectofthenew technologies revolu-
tion and the development of the knowledge economy. To these global economic
changesareaddedthoseofanageingpopulationandtheeffectsofmigrationfrom
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outside the Union into its cities and towns. In addition, the Heads of State and of
Government of the Union, meeting in Lisbon in March 2000, set out an ambitious
target of making Europe the most dynamic and competitive knowledge based
economy in the world.
In order to respond to these economic and political challenges, the Commission
proposesanewcohesionpolicyfortheperiod2007–2013,onethatallowsallofthe
Member States and all of the regions to act as partners for growth that is sustain-
able, and for greater competitiveness. Efforts in the future must be concentrated,
asnow,onhelpingthepoorestpartsoftheUniontocatchup,especiallyinthenew
Member States. But the Commission also proposes that the serious difficulties
facing other parts oftheUnion should be addressed, forexample,those thatresult
from economic change, urban decline or permanent natural handicaps.
The new generation of cohesion policies should be implemented through a more
simplified and decentralised management system. Only by bringing all on board,
and by mobilising the talents and resources of all its regions and citizens can
Europe succeed. It is this that is the aim of the proposed New Partnership for
Cohesion.
Michel Barnier
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Introduction: the policy context
and cohesion objectives
Economic growth in the EU has slowed appreciably
over the three years since the publication of the last
Cohesion Report. As a result, unemployment has
risen again in many parts of the Union with all the so-
cial implications which this entails. The sluggish per-
formance of the EU economy over the long-term,
however, suggests that there are more fundamental
problems that need to be overcome if growth is to be
sustained at an acceptable rate in future years.
These problems are reflected in the low growth of pro-
ductivity in the EU in recent years, especially as com-
pared with the US. Unlike in the Union, growth in the US
has accelerated as innovation has increased and the
use of information and communication technologies
(ICT) widened. At the same time, up until the 2001 re-
cession, employment growth was generally higher than
in the EU and a large number of people of working age
were in employment, In consequence, income per head
intheUShasremainedsome30%abovetheEUlevel.
If growth in the EU is to be sustained once recovery
gets underway, investment in physical and human
capital needs to be increased, innovation needs to be
stepped up and ICT more widely used to boost pro-
ductivity and employment. This, however, needs to
happennotjustincentralpartswhereproductivityand
employmentarehighestandinnovativecapacitymost
developed but throughout the Union.
While it is instructive to consider the performance of
the EU economy overall, it is important not to ignore
thewidedisparitiesinoutput,productivityandemploy-
ment which persist between countries and regions.
These disparities stem from structural deficiencies in
key factors of competitiveness — inadequate endow-
ment of physical and human capital (of infrastructure
and work force skills), a lack of innovative capacity, of
effective business support and a low level of environ-
mental capital (a blighted natural and/or urban
environment).
Countriesandregionsneedassistanceinovercoming
these structural deficiencies and in developing their
comparative advantages in order to be able to com-
pete both in the internal market and outside
1. Equally,
people need to be able to access education and train-
inginorder todeveloptheircapabilitieswherever they
live. EU cohesion policy was strengthened some 15
yearsagoatthetimethesinglemarketprojectwasini-
tiatedpreciselytomeettheseparallelneeds.Suchas-
sistance is even more important now in the face of the
widening of disparities which enlargement entails.
The contribution of cohesion
policy to EU growth
IftheEUistorealiseitseconomicpotential,thenallre-
gions wherever they are located, whether in existing
Member States or in the new countries about to join,
need to be involved in the growth effort and all people
living in the Union given the chance to contribute. The
cost of not pursuing a vigorous cohesion policy to
tackle disparities is, therefore, measured not only in
terms of a loss of personal and social well-being but
also in economic terms, in a loss of the potential real
THIRD REPORT ON ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL COHESION vii
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pendencies inherent in an integrated economy, these
lossesarenotconfinedtothelesscompetitiveregions
or to individuals who are not working or who are in un-
productive jobs but affect everyone in the Union.
Strengthening regional competitiveness throughout
the Union and helping people fulfil their capabilities
willboostthegrowthpotentialoftheEUeconomyasa
whole tothecommon benefitofall.And,bysecuring a
morebalancedspreadofeconomicactivityacrossthe
Union, it will reduce the risk of bottlenecks as growth
occurs and lessen the likelihood of inflationary pres-
surebringinggrowthtoaprematureend.Itwillequally
make it easier to sustain the European model of soci-
ety and to cope with the growing number of people
above retirement age and so maintain social
cohesion
2.
Situation and trends
A narrowing of disparities between EU
Member States but major challenges remain
Disparities in income and employment across the Eu-
ropean Union have narrowed over the past decade,
especially since the mid-1990s. Between 1994 and
2001, growth of GDP per head in the Cohesion coun-
tries,evenexcludingIreland,was1%ayearabovethe
EU average, and the proportion of working-age popu-
lation in employment in all apart from Greece in-
creased by much more than the average.
In Greece, on the other hand, as in Ireland, growth of
labour productivity was over twice the EU average
over this period and it was also well above average in
Portugal. In these two countries, therefore, the pro-
ductive base seems to have been strengthened, in-
creasing the potential for continued convergence in
income in future years.
Despite the narrowing of disparities, large differences
remain. In Greece and Portugal, GDP per head is still
onlyaround70%oftheEUaverageandinGreeceand
Spain, some 6–8% fewer people of working age are
employed than the average.
Disparities in both income and employment will widen
much further when the new Member States join the
EU in the coming months. Average GDP per head in
these 10 countries is under half the average in the
present EU and only 56% of those of working age are
in jobs as against 64% in the EU15.
Although growth in these countries taken together
has been around 1½% a year above the EU aver-
age since the mid-1990s, it has slowed since 2001
as markets in the Union on which they are depend-
ent have been depressed. Achieving the high rates
of growth in future years which they require for de-
velopment depends on growth being sustained in
the present Member States. Equally, however,
given the interdependencies, high growth in the
new countries can be a significant boost to the rest
of the enlarged EU economy. But to attain this, they
will need substantial help over the coming years to
tackle their wide-ranging structural problems and
realise their growth potential.
Disparities at regional level
Regions suffering from structural weaknesses which
limittheircompetitivenessandpreventthemfromcon-
tributing fully to sustainable economic growth in the
EUtendtobethosewhichsufferfromlowproductivity,
low employment and social exclusion.
Regions with problems of competitiveness, however,
arenotconfinedtotheCohesioncountriesinthepres-
ent EU and the new Member States. A number of re-
gions, despite adequate endowment of infrastructure
and human capital, have deficient innovative capacity
and difficulty in sustaining economic growth.
Increasing convergence of
lagging regions in the EU
Development problems are more acute in lagging re-
gions which lack the necessary infrastructure, labour
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table terms with other parts of the Union. These re-
gions, which either receive assistance under
Objective 1 of the Structural Funds or will do so in the
near future, are largely concentrated in the Cohesion
countries and the new Member States.
Since 1994 when the Structural Funds were
strengthened, GDP per head in Objective 1 regions
has converged towards the EU average. Between
1994and2001,growthofGDPperheadinthesere-
gions taken together averaged almost 3% a year in
real terms as against just over 2% a year in the rest
of the EU
The extent of convergence, however, has varied
markedly between regions, in large part reflecting
their relative importance in the Member States in
which they are situated. In those in the four Cohesion
countries, which benefited from both substantial as-
sistance and growth-oriented policies at national
level, growth of GDP per head was much higher than
in the rest of the EU.
Thenumberofpeopleinemploymenthasalsorisen
markedly in the Cohesion countries since the mid-
1990s. The increase was particularly large in Ire-
landandwasevenlargerinSpain,althoughtheem-
ployment rate remains well below the EU average.
The increase was more modest in Portugal and in
Greece.
Outside of the Cohesion countries, growth in Objec-
tive 1 regions has been less impressive, dragged
down in part by slow national growth. In the German
new Länder, GDP per head increased by much the
sameastheEUaveragebetween 1994and2001,but
in the Italian Mezzogiorno, it was below average. In
both cases, however, productivity rose by more than
in the rest of the EU, implying perhaps an improve-
ment in competitiveness, but little if any employment
growth. Only 43% of working-age population in south-
ern Italy were, therefore, in jobs in 2002, well below
anywhere else in the Union, while unemployment
remains high in the new Länder.
Strengthening competitiveness
and employment creation
There are a number of areas in the EU in which struc-
turalproblemsdeterinvestorsandinhibitthegrowthof
new economic activities despite reasonable levels of
infrastructure and work force skills. These tend to be
old industrial regions or those with permanent geo-
graphical and other characteristics which constrain
development.
There are, for example, 11 NUTS 2 regions in the
EU15 in which growth of GDP between 1994 and
2001wasaroundhalftheaverageorless(atonly1%a
year or so) and in which GDP per head in PPS terms
was above the 75% threshold for Objective 1 support
butsignificantlybelowtheEUaverage.Theseregions
are spread across the Union, in the north-east of Eng-
land, in northern parts of Germany and in sparsely
populated-areasinthenorthofSweden.Ineachcase,
they had low growth of productivity as well as of GDP
per head. Many contain areas in which GDP per head
is below 75% of the EU average.
The challenge for cohesion policy in these cases is to
provide effective support for economic restructuring
and for the development of innovative capacity in or-
dertoarrest declining competitiveness,fallingrelative
levelsofincomeandemploymentanddepopulation.A
failure to do so now will mean the problems are even
greater when action is eventually taken.
A substantial widening of
regional disparities with enlargement
Some 92% of the people in the new Member States
live in regions with GDP per head below 75% of the
EU25 average and over two-thirds in regions where it
is under half the average.
If Bulgaria and Romania, where GDP per head is un-
der 30% of the EU25 average, were to join the Union,
the population livingin regions with GDP per head be-
low 75% of the EU average would more than double
from the present number (from around 73 million to
THIRD REPORT ON ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL COHESION
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GDP per head and the EU average would also double
(fromaround30%belowaveragetoover60%below).
At the same time, economic restructuring has led to a
fall in the number employed in the new Member
States, with the result that the proportion of working-
age population in employment is well below the EU15
average.
The effect of enlargement is to add just under 5% to
EU GDP (measured in Euros) but almost 20% to the
Union’s population. As a result, average GDP per
head in the EU of 25 Member States will be around
12½% less than the average in the EU of 15. For 18
regions with GDP per head at present below 75% of
the EU15 average with population totalling around
19 million, including Malta, one of the new Member
States, this will mean that their income per head is no
longer below the 75% threshold.
Since the regions concerned have exactly the same
structural weaknesses after enlargement as before,
there is a compelling case for maintaining support.
Social cohesion and the risk of poverty
Asignificantnumber ofpeople inboththepresent and
new Member States have income levels which put
thematriskofpoverty,inthesenseofrelativedepriva-
tion (defined as income below 60% of the median in
the country where they live). In 2000, around 55 mil-
lion people, some 15% of the total population, faced
the risk of poverty, more than half of these having in-
come levels this low for three years in a row. The pro-
portion was relativelyhigh in thecountries ofsouthern
Europe and Ireland and was also higher than the
EU15 average in many of the accession countries.
(`Accession countries´ is used throughout this report
to denote the 10 new Member States plus Bulgaria
and Romania.)
Households most at risk of poverty tend to be those
with people aged 65 and over, especially if they live
alone, and lone parents (predominantly women), es-
pecially in the UK.
The risk of poverty is closely linked to unemployment
and inactivity. Almost 40% of the unemployed had in-
come below the poverty level in 2000, while the inte-
gration of people with disabilities, the long-term
unemployed and ethnic minorities into employment
remains a key challenge if the risk of poverty and so-
cial exclusion is to be reduced.
The ageing of the population and
increasing dependency rates
Population of working age will begin falling over the
present decade in all four southern Member States,
Germany and most of the accession countries. In the
next decade, the fall will spread to all countries, apart
from Ireland, Luxembourg and Cyprus. On the latest
projections,thenumberofpeopleaged15to64ispro-
jected to be 4% smaller in the EU15 in 2025 than in
2000 and in the accession countries, 10% smaller.
This decline will be accompanied by substantial
growth in the number of people of 65 and over. By
2025,therewillbe40%morepeoplethannowbeyond
retirement age in both the present EU15 and the ac-
cession countries, implying a ratio of under three peo-
ple of working-age for every one aged 65 and over as
opposedtoaratioofoverfourtooneatpresent.Other
things being equal, the ageing of population will lead
to a gradual contraction of the EU’s work force and is
likely to have implications for growth potential.
The significance of this, however, will depend on
real income and employment growth in future
years, which will determine the ease or difficulty of
supporting those in retirement. In practice, only
64%ofpeopleofworking-ageintheEU15and56%
in the accession countries are in employment and
generating income at present. The effective ratio,
therefore, is already only around 2½ people in work
to every one in retirement in the enlarged EU. In
2025,ifemploymentratesremainthesame,thisra-
tio will have fallen to under two to one.
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to sustain economic growth across the EU and to in-
crease employment rates and reduce early retire-
ment. Immigration could in some cases be an
important source of additional labour supply, giving
greater prominence to ensuring the effectiveness of
integration policies.
Narrowing disparities in
regional competitive factors
As indicated above, two complimentary sets of condi-
tions need to be satisfied for regions in the Union to
sustain economic development and employment in a
competitive environment. The first is that they must
havesuitablelevelsofbothphysicalinfrastructure(ef-
ficient transport, telecommunications and energy net-
works, good environmental facilities and so on) and
human capital (a labour force with appropriate levels
of skills and training). The second is that, in the new
knowledge-based economy, regions must have the
capacity to innovate and to use both existing know-
how andnew technologies effectivelyas wellas tofol-
low a development path which is sustainable in envi-
ronmental terms. To achieve both requires an
effective institutional and administrative framework to
support development.
Improving infrastructure endowment
Over the past decade, transport links both within the
Cohesioncountriesandbetweentheseandtherestof
the EU have improved markedly. In particular, with
Structural Fund support, the density of the motorway
network in these countries increased from 20% below
theEU15 average in1991 to10%abovein2001. This
increase, however, was largely concentrated in Spain
and Portugal. In Objective 1 regions as a whole,
though the density was higher than 10 years earlier, it
was still only around 80% of the EU15 average. In the
accession countries, motorway density is much lower
still(under 20%oftheEU15 average). Construction is
occurring at a rapid rate, despite the environmental
trade-offs that have to be made, but mostly around
capital cities or on transit routes to the present
Member States.
Some modernisation of the rail network across the
Union has occurred over the past decade, but the rate
of electrification of lines and conversion to double
track has occurred at much the same pace in the lag-
gingpartsoftheEUaselsewhere, sothegapremains
large. In the accession countries, the state of the rail-
ways reflects decades of neglect and considerable in-
vestment is needed both for modernisation and for
replacement of worn-out track. The need for invest-
ment, however, is no less acute for roads. The in-
crease in road building, however, is reinforcing the
rapid shift of both passengers and freight from rail to
roads.
Intelecommunications, thenumber offixedtelephone
lines in relation to population remains much lower in
boththecohesionandaccessioncountries.Thisisbe-
ing offset by a rapid rise in mobile phone use, though
in Greece and the accession countries, usage is still
less than the EU15 average, in most of the latter, sub-
stantially so. At the same time, access to broadband
lines,whichisimportantforinternetuseandthedevel-
opment of various ICT applications and services,
shows wide disparities across the Union, broadly in
line with relative levels of prosperity. Availability is still
very limited in many parts of the EU15 as well as in
nearly all the accession countries.
Other infrastructure — schools, colleges, health facili-
ties and social support services of various kinds — is
equallyimportant,sinceitislikelytohaveagrowingin-
fluenceondecisionsofwheretoinvestandlocatenew
businesses. This is especially the case in respect of
knowledge-based activities, which are not tied to any
particular location by a need to be close to sources of
raw materials or a large market.
As regards theenvironment,theneedforinvestmentre-
mains substantial in the Cohesion countries and, even
more,intheaccessioncountries,asreflected,forexam-
ple, in much smaller proportions of the population con-
nected to waste-water treatment plants as compared
THIRD REPORT ON ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL COHESION
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tant, however, in waste management and control of
emissions, especially given the rapid growth in road use
occurring in the accession countries.
Strengthening human capital
While the European Employment Strategy launched
in 1997 has contributed to increasing the resilience of
employment in a period of economic slowdown, im-
portant structural weaknesses remain in both present
and new Member States.
In order to prevent unemployment and support the in-
tegration of the unemployed into work, there is a need
to offer personalised services to job seekers in the
form of guidance, training and new job opportunities.
Developingpreventativeandactivelabourmarketpol-
icies is particularly important in the new Member
States to promote economic restructuring.
A high level of education and skills is of increasing im-
portance both for individual advancement and eco-
nomic competitiveness. The relative number of
people with education beyond basic schooling re-
mains much lower in Objective 1 regions than in the
rest of the EU15, especially in Spain, Italy and Portu-
gal,theone exception being theGerman new Länder.
Here the relative number is more similar to that in the
accession countries, where it is much higher than the
EU15 average (around 80% or more as against an
EU15 average of 64%).
The skills obtained from further education and initial vo-
cational training in the accession countries, however,
are not necessarily in line with labour market needs and
curriculaandteachingstructuresarenotwelladaptedto
the modern economy. Moreover, many fewer young
people than the EU15 average go on to complete uni-
versity-level education, which is a key requirement for
making a significant contribution to the development of
the knowledge-based economy. This is also the case in
the present Objective 1 regions in the Union, where, de-
spite the increases over the past decade or more, the
gap with the rest of the EU remains large.
Equally, many fewer people in both the cohesion and
accession countries seem to participate in continuing
training than in the rest of the Union (under 20% of
those employed in enterprises in Greece, Portugal
and all the accession countries apart from the Czech
Republic and Slovenia in 1999), despite the critical
need to adapt to economic change.
Strengthening social cohesion
Economic, employment and social policies are mutu-
allyreinforcing.Economicdevelopmentmustgohand
in hand with efforts to reduce poverty and to fight ex-
clusion. Promoting social integration and combating
discrimination is crucial to prevent social exclusion
and to achieve higher rates of employment and eco-
nomic growth, notably at regional and local level.
Equally, providing comprehensive support to those
most disadvantaged, such as ethnic minorities and
early school leavers, can be important in securing
economic and social gains throughout the EU.
Continuing disparities in innovative capacity
In an increasingly knowledge-based economy, inno-
vation holds the key to regional competitiveness. The
capacity to innovate, access knowledge and exploit it,
however, varies between regions in both the existing
andthenewMemberStates.Whiletheaimofpolicyis
not to ensure that all regions have the means for con-
tributing equally to advances in new technologies,
they should nevertheless be equally placed to take
advantage of those advances and to put them to
productive use.
Various indicators, however — the relative scale of
R&D expenditure, employment in research activities
and the number of patent applications, in particular —
suggest thatthere is a wide gap in innovativecapacity
between the stronger regions in central parts of the
Union and others. (According to the latest figures, 8 of
the 213 NUTS 2 regions in the present EU account for
aroundaquarteroftotalR&DexpenditureintheUnion
and 31 are responsible for half.) There is a similarly
THIRD REPORT ON ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL COHESION
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and the EU15 average and, within the former,
between capital city regions and others.
There is a growing consensus about the importance
forregionalcompetitivenessofgoodgovernance—in
the sense of efficient institutions, productive relation-
ships between the various actors involved in the de-
velopment process and positive attitudes towards
business and enterprise. Nevertheless, regions still
differ markedly in these respects and in their ability to
develop their own competitive advantage given the
expertise they possess.
Impact of Member State
policies on cohesion
Public expenditure in Member States is a great many
timeslargerthantheamountspentbytheEUoncohe-
sion policy. Whereas the former averages around
47% of GDP, the budget allocated to cohesion policy
amountstoabitlessthan0.4%ofEUGDP.Neverthe-
less,despiteitsrelativelysmallsize,EUcohesion pol-
icy performs a valuable role in tackling the underlying
causes of disparities across the Union in income and
employment. While Member State policies involving
public spending are mainly directed at providing basic
services and income support, EU cohesion policy is
focused on reducing the structural disparities which
directly affect the economic competitiveness of
regions and the employability of people.
Public expenditure mainly focused
on ensuring access to basic services …
The bulk of public expenditure in Member States,
therefore, goes on providing a range of services
aimedatensuringthateveryonehasaccesstoeduca-
tion,healthcareandsocialprotection.Togetherthese
three functions account for almost two-thirds of total
government spending in the EU. By contrast, public
spendingoninvestmentinhumanandphysicalcapital
amounts to only just over 2% of GDP on average and
is under 4% of GDP in all countries apart from Ireland
and Luxembourg. The amount spent by national gov-
ernments on business support services, higher
education,innovationandR&Dissimilarlylow(thelat-
ter averaging only around 0,3% of GDP across the
EU).
In relation to the sums allocated to structural expendi-
ture by Member States, therefore, the scale of the
budget for cohesion policy no longer seems so small.
Moreover,unliketheformer,EUstructuralspendingis
concentrated in the regions which are most in need of
assistance (the EU structural allocations to Greece
and Portugal, for example, amount to around 2½% of
their GDP in each case).
And contributes significantly to
narrowing regional disparities in income…
For the most part, government expenditure per head
of population in relation to GNP on basic services, like
education and health care, is relatively similar across
regions in Member States, reflecting a concern to en-
sure a common level of provision to people irrespec-
tive of where they live. However, the main variation
occursinspendingonsocialprotectionbecauseofdif-
ferences in unemployment and the number of people
in retirement, although spending on administration
also differs because of government ministries being
concentrated in the national capital.
The combined effect of these tendencies is that the
contribution of public expenditure to income is in gen-
eral much higher in the less prosperous regions than
in the more prosperous ones, but mainly because of
the lower level of income rather than higher public
spending.
While government revenue
is proportional to income
Government revenue, on the other hand, seems to be
broadlyproportionaltoincome,inthemainbecausein
all Member States most taxes are levied centrally
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tendtooffsetthepositivecontributionofpublicexpen-
diture to reducing income disparities between re-
gions. Moreover, in countries where a significant
proportion of revenue is raised locally, redistribution
mechanisms are in place to reduce disparities in the
income available to regions to fund expenditure.
The widespread trend towards devolving responsibil-
ity for public services to regional and local level has
not,therefore,beenaccompanied byasimilartrendin
respect of raising the money to fund these services.
The main exception is Italy, where responsibility for
raising revenue is being increasingly devolved to the
regions without a counterpart strengthening of
regional transfers.
Foreign direct investment: a major
factor in regional development
Foreign direct investment (FDI) can potentially play a
key role in reducing regional disparities in economic
performance not only as a source of income and jobs
but as a means of transferring technology and know-
how to lagging regions, It is particularly important for
the accession countries, in need of substantial re-
structuring of their economies and of a step increase
in productivity and competitiveness. Irrespective of
the financial inducements on offer, however, foreign
investors are not necessarily attracted to places
where the need is greatest, for much the same rea-
sons as domestic investors (infrastructure
deficiencies, the lack of a skilled work force, and so
on).
FDI, therefore, tends to go disproportionately to the
stronger rather than the weaker parts of the Union.
Overtheperiod1999–2001,investmentinflowsrepre-
sented around 21% of GDP in Ireland — the country
with the second highest GDP per head in the EU —
15% in Denmark (the country with the third highest
level)and13%intheNetherlands(thefourthhighest).
By contrast, inflows into Portugal amounted to only
just over 4% of GDP, while the countries with the
smallest inflows were Spain (1½% of GDP), Italy(1%)
and Greece (just under 1%).
Within countries, FDI is generally concentrated in and
around large cities, especially national capitals, with
very little going to lagging regions. The new German
Länder,excludingtheeasternpartofBerlin,therefore,
accounted for only just over 2% of total inflows into
Germany between 1998 and 2000 and Objective1 re-
gions in Spain for under 10% of inflows into the coun-
try in 2000. Similarly, in Italy, under 4% of the total
employed in foreign-owned companies were in the
south of the country.
The same general pattern is evident in the accession
countries. In 2001, over two-thirds of inward FDI into
Hungary went to the Budapest region, over 60% of in-
flows into the Czech Republic to the Prague region
and a similar proportion of inflows into Slovakia to
Bratislava.
Impact of Community
policies: competitiveness,
employment and cohesion
Unlike structural policy, other EU policies are not
aimed principally at narrowing regional disparities or
reducing inequalities between people. Nevertheless,
they have implications for cohesion and in many
cases take specific account of disparities.
Building the knowledge-based economy
Community enterprise, industrial and innovation pol-
icy is aimed at strengthening the competitiveness of
EU producers by promoting competition, ensuring ac-
cess to markets and establishing an environment
which is conducive to R&D across the Union.
As is recognised, a lack of innovative capacity at re-
gional level stems not only from deficiencies in the re-
search base and low levels ofR&D expenditure butalso
from weaknesses in the links between research centres
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communication technologies. The Innovation Relay
Centres which have been set up and the Innovating Re-
gions in Europe network are therefore designed to en-
courage regions to develop innovation policies and to
provide technological support to businesses.
Disparities in access to Community funding for re-
searchprogrammesarestillevident,particularlyatre-
gional level, though the Sixth Framework Programme
is in part aimed at improving links between scientific
centres in the more central parts of the EU and those
in peripheral areas.
Strengthening education and training
The skills of its work force are the EU’s prime compar-
ative advantage in global competition. A high level of
educationandtheprovisionofahighstandardoftrain-
ing, which is accessible to people throughout their
working lives, are key to strengthening innovative ca-
pacity throughout the EU and to the attainment of the
Lisbon objective of making the Union the most dy-
namic knowledge-based economy in the world. The
’Education and Training 2010’ programme has been
implemented to help achieve this end, with the com-
plementary aim of making education and training in
Europe “a world reference for quality by 2010’.
More and better jobs in an inclusive society
At the Lisbon European Council, the EU defined a
comprehensive strategyaimedatlongtermeconomic
growth, fullemployment,social cohesion and sustain-
able development in a knowledge based society. The
European EmploymentStrategy(EES)was revised in
2003 better to underpin in an enlarged Union the ob-
jectives set at Lisbon and was directed at supporting
Member State efforts to reform their labour markets,
achievefullemployment,increasequalityandproduc-
tivity at work and reduce social disparities.
Success in implementing the EESdepends on a clear
commitmentfromMember Statestohelpworkers and
enterprises increase their adaptability, attract more
peopleintoemployment;investmore,andmoreeffec-
tively, in human capital and improve governance. Ac-
tion to increase social inclusion contributes both to
reducing inequalities in access to employment and to
raisingthegrowthpotentialoftheeconomy.Following
Lisbon, a common strategy for social inclusion was
adopted by the EU in 2001. The second generation of
national action plans produced by Member States in
2003 recognises the muliti-dimensional nature of so-
cial exclusion and need to combat it through a wide
rangeofmeasures bymakingeconomic,employment
and social policies mutually supportive.
The Union’s commitment to equality between men
and women needs to be translated into a comprehen-
sive mainstreaming approach, ensuring that all poli-
cies take account of their gender impact in planning
and implementation. If the Lisbon employment target
set for 2010 is to be achieved, the factors underlying
the gender gap in employment, unemployment and
pay need to be tackled vigorously. In this respect, ac-
tions which attract women into employment, encour-
agethemtostaylongerinthelabourmarketandmake
it easier to reconcile a working career with family re-
sponsibilities through the provision of care facilities
should be further pursued.
Environmental protection for
sustainable growth and jobs
Sustaining economic development and creating long-
term,stablejobsdependsonprotectingtheenvironment
against the potentially damaging effects of growth and
on preventing excessive depletion of exhaustible re-
sources. The Sixth Environmental Action Programme,
Our Future — Our Choice, sets out the environmental
actionsnecessarytosustainthepursuitoftheEU’seco-
nomic and social objectives. These involve limiting cli-
mate change, preserving the natural environment and
biodiversity,reducingemissionsdamagingtohealthand
diminishing the use of natural resources by cutting
waste. They also involve taking account of environmen-
tal considerations when implementing structural policy
decisions involving investment.
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Composite  Default screenAlthough there are costs to environmental protection,
not least in the lagging regions where infrastructure
needs tend to be greatest, there are also substantial
potential gains from improvements in health and job
creation in the eco-industries, as well as from more
sustainable development.
The internal market and services
of general economic interest
Liberalising the markets for transport, telecommuni-
cationsandenergyhasledtoincreasedefficiencyand
lower prices. It has also, however, involved a threat to
particular social groups or regions of being excluded
from access to essential services. Public service obli-
gations have, therefore, been established to ensure
that everyone can obtain essential services — or ‘ser-
vices of general economic interest’ — of reasonable
quality and at affordable prices, as required by the EU
Treaty(Article16).Communityfundshavebeenmade
available to help ensure that these obligations are
respected across the EU.
At the same time, the trans-European transport net-
works have increased the accessibility of the more re-
mote regions and facilitated the expansion of trade,
andthoseplannedtolinkthenewMemberStateswith
theexistingones are likelytohavesimilar effects.The
trans-European energy network guidelines, adopted
in2003, putincreased emphasis on investmentingas
pipelines and electricity distribution systems in land-
locked, peripheral and ultra-peripheral regions in fu-
ture years. And the trans-European telecommunica-
tion network programme (or eTEN) is intended not
only to improve communications between more re-
mote regions and other parts of the EU but also to
tackle deficiencies in ICT applications and services.
Reforming common policies:
agriculture and fisheries
Although expenditure under the Common Agricultural
Policy (CAP) has declined gradually over time, it still
accounts for almost 47% of the Community Budget.
Sincethereformprocess beganin1992,directaidsto
producers have risen to 70% of total spending, but
they remain below the EU average in Spain, the only
cohesion country where this is the case. On average
payments are larger relative to income for large and
medium-sized holdings than for small ones.
Support for rural development in the 2000–2006 pe-
riod is larger in Objective 1 regions (56% of the total
spent) than in other parts of the EU, though only
around 10% of this goes on measures to strengthen
the rural economy outside of agriculture. In the next
programming period, 2007 to 2013, CAP expenditure
will be lower in real terms, with a decoupling of direct
paymentsfromproduction,areductionofpaymentsto
large holdings, lower prices and more emphasis on
both rural development and the environment.
With enlargement, employment in agriculture in the EU
willincreasebyaround60%withasubstantialriseinthe
number of small holdings. The share of total spending
under the CAP going to Objective 1 regions in the new
and existing Member States is estimated to increase by
around 10 percentage points to some two-thirds.
The Common Fisheries Policy (CFP) is aimed primarily
at conserving fish stocks and restructuring the industry
to ensure its sustainability. The recent emergency mea-
sures introduced will have significant effects on a num-
ber of regional economies, especially in Spain and
Portugal. While in the longer-term, a slimmed-down in-
dustry should return to profitability once the emergency
measures come to an end, in the short-term, it is largely
the responsibility of Member States to alleviate the ad-
verse social and economic consequences.
Of the accession countries, only Poland and the three
Baltic States have fishing industries of any size and
these are already in decline. Together their total catch
amountstounder7%ofthatinexistingMemberStates.
State aid and cohesion policy
Insofarasthepresentregimeallowsfordiscriminationin
favour of problem regions, control of state aid can both
THIRD REPORT ON ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL COHESION
Executive summary
xvi
0
5
25
75
95
100
0
5
25
75
95
100
0
5
25
75
95
100
0
5
25
75
95
100
co_en_2003_re_final.ps
C:\co_en_2003\co_en_2003_re_final.vp
Tuesday, March 02, 2004 12:08:56 PM
Color profile: Generic CMYK printer profile
Composite  Default screencontribute to and support cohesion policy. In line with
commitments made at the Stockholm Council, overall
expenditure on state aid fell significantly in money terms
between 1997 and 2001 and declined relative to GDPin
12ofthe15MemberStates.Atthesametime,spending
is increasingly being shifted towards horizontal objec-
tives. Nevertheless, it remains higher in the more pros-
perousMemberStatesthanintheCohesioncountries.
In 2001, only around 9% of total state aid in the EU
took the form of assistance to Objective 1 regions and
the amount involved was under a third of that in the
peakyearof1993,mainlybecauseoflargereductions
of aid to the German new Länder as well as to south-
ern Italy. Regional aid to Objective 2 areas accounts
for around 6% of total state aid.
Given its effect on the regional distribution of eco-
nomic activity and income, the control of state aid re-
mains of major importance in the context of
enlargement. For the period after 2006, efforts will
therefore continue to be made to modernise, simplify
and clarify state aid rules, taking account of changes
in cohesion policy, with the aim of having less but
better targeted assistance.
Justice and home affairs: improving
the conditions for development
A high crime rate, the existence of organised crime
and corruption tend to inhibit economic development
and deter potential investors. A strengthening of the
capacity to combat crime, increased cross-border co-
operation, improved controls of external borders and
better integration of third-country nationals into soci-
ety are, therefore, all ways of supporting regional de-
velopment. This is particularly the case in the
accession countries.
Perceptions of Community
policies in the regions
Surveys carried out among regional officials across
the EU indicate that Community policies are largely
identified with Community funding and that projects fi-
nanced by the Structural Funds tend to be both the
most visible and those regarded as having the great-
est impact. This is especially the case in Objective 1
regions and most particularly in the Cohesion coun-
tries. The positive impact of the Community
INTERREG Initiative was also acknowledged
because of its focus, visibility and stimulus to
cooperation.
WhiletheeffectoftheCAPoncohesionwasgenerally
regarded as being positive in regions where agricul-
ture was most important, it was claimed to be unfair in
Mediterranean regions and to favour the most profit-
able farms and the most developed areas in other
cases. The absence of a link between the CAP and
environmental policy was criticised, while the integra-
tion of environmental considerations into regional de-
velopment policy was widely welcomed, as was the
incorporationintothelatterofinvestmentinR&Dinfra-
structure, considered especially important in
Objective 1 regions.
At the same time, there was widespread criticism of
the high cost of managing Structural Fund
programmes in the present period and of the increas-
ing complexity of procedures. By contrast, the greater
involvement of businesses and the social partners
was viewed as an importantadvance which should be
carried further.
The impact and added value
of structural policies
The scale and direction of intervention
in Objective 1 regions
The Structural Funds and the Cohesion Fund, which
amount to only around 0.4% of EU GDP, are concen-
trated on assisting the least prosperous parts of the
Union. In the 2000–2006 period, the amount trans-
ferred to Objective 1 regions is equivalent to 0.9% of
GDP in Spain and over 2½% of GDP in Greece and
Portugal. More significantly, these transfers are
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8–9%inGreeceandPortugal,aswellas7%intheItal-
ianMezzogiornoand4%intheGermannewLänder.
In most cases, national public expenditure supplement-
ingStructuralFundinterventionswaslargerinrealterms
inthe1994–1999programmingperiodthantheprevious
one, increasing the amount available for investment by
40–50%. This was added to further by private funding,
which was especially significant in Austria, Germany,
the Netherlands and Belgium, though the amounts ‘le-
vered’ in this way were relatively small in the Cohesion
countries, France and the UK. The leverage effect on
private investment in the present period seems to be
similar, though much smaller in Germany.
Structural expenditure is also supplemented by Euro-
pean Investment Bank (EIB) loans. Lending to as-
sistedareas intheEU15totalledEUR20billionayear
between 2000 and 2002, over half of which went to
Objective 1 regions, and that to the accession coun-
tries EUR 3 billion a year. Over a third of loans went to
investment in transport in the present Objective 1 re-
gions, while in the accession countries, 90% went to
transport, the environment and energy.
The Structural Funds have been deployed, in particular,
toreducedisparitiesininfrastructureandinhumancapi-
tal endowment between Objective 1 regions and other
parts of the EU. Transport systems, both trans-Euro-
pean links and secondary networks within regions,
have, therefore, been improved markedly over the past
decade, while counselling and training have been given
to the unemployed and those in work vulnerable to job
loss in order to increase their employability and their
skills. At the same time, support has been given to R&D
and innovation, both to construct new research capacity
and,equallyimportantly,tohelpformulateregionalstrat-
egies for directing R&D towards meeting local opportu-
nities for development, as well as to furthering the
spread of ICT and the basic skills required to use the
new technologies.
In addition, a significant proportion of the Structural
Funds (14% in the 2000–2006 period) has gone to
financing investment to improve the environment, to
waste management and waste water treatment espe-
cially, while environmental considerations are explic-
itly taken into account when deciding structural
interventions.
The effect of intervention on real
convergence and economic integration
EmpiricalanalysisshowsnotonlythatgrowthofGDP,
employment and productivity in Objective 1 regions
has exceeded that in the rest of the EU since the mid-
1990s in particular, but that convergence has been
most pronounced in the least prosperous regions
among these. (It should be noted that this analysis is
based on a consistent set of data specially compiled
forthereport.)Italsoindicatesthatstructuralinterven-
tions have boosted growth in the Cohesion countries
both by adding to demand and strengthening the sup-
ply side of the economy. In Spain, therefore, GDP in
1999 is estimated to have been some 1½% higher
than it would have been without intervention, in
Greece, over 2% higher, in Ireland, almost 3% higher
and in Portugal, over 4½% higher. In addition, GDP in
the new German Länder is estimated to have been
increased by around 4% as a result of intervention.
Structural intervention has also encouraged a growth of
tradebetweenCohesioncountriesandotherpartsofthe
Union—whichhasmorethandoubledoverthepastde-
cade — and closer integration. The evidence suggests
that,on average,around a quarter ofstructural expendi-
ture returns to the rest of the Union in the form of in-
creased imports, especially of machinery and
equipment.This‘leakage’isparticularlylargeinthecase
of Greece (42% of expenditure) and Portugal (35%).
Sincealargeproportionofanyincreaseinspendingin
the new Member States goes on imports and around
60% of these come from the existing EU Member
States, structural expenditure in these countries is
likely to involve similarly large leakage effects to the
benefit of growth in the rest of the Union. As in the Co-
hesion countries, this spending tends to go dispropor-
tionately on imports of machinery and equipment, to
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foraround45%ofallsuchimportspurchasedfromthe
EU15.
Intervention in Objective 2 regions:
restructuring and job creation
Over the period 1994–1999, 82 regions in 12 Member
States received Objective 2 assistance totalling around
EUR 2,4 billion a year (increased to EUR 3,3 billion a
year in the present period) because of the presence of
areas of industrial decline. This was supplemented by
similar amounts offunding from both national public and
private sources, increasing overall structural expendi-
ture in these areas to around EUR 7 billion a year.
Spending was concentrated, in particular, on the recon-
version of old industrial sites and business support ser-
vices (together accounting for around half the total),
while some 20% went on human resource development
and 10% on support for R&D and ICT.
Evaluation studies suggest that overall, structural inter-
vention in these areas led to the creation of some 700
thousand jobs over the period and just under 500 thou-
sand in net terms, while around 300 thousand SMEs re-
ceived assistance to improve their production methods
and to seek out new markets. At the same time, some
115 million square metres of industrial waste land were
cleaned up and reconverted, enabling new economic
activities to be developed, including leisure and cultural
ones. Partly as a result of these measures, unemploy-
mentdeclinedbyslightlymoreintheseareas thaninthe
restoftheEU,thoughGDPperheadrosebyalittleless.
MoredetailedanalysisindicatesthatsupportforR&D,
innovation and technology transfer was particularly
effective in creating new jobs or maintaining existing
ones, though in general the innovative capacity
of most Objective 2 areas remains less developed
than in more successful regions. By contrast, endow-
ment of infrastructure and human capital seems
comparable to levels elsewhere.
Although the interventions have had positive effects,
these might have been greater if both the areas
eligible for support and the scale of operations funded
had been bigger and if the time horizon for projects
(three years) had been longer. These changes would
enable programmes of more strategic importance for
regional development to be supported.
Support for agriculture, rural
development and fisheries
Interventions under Objective 5a during the 1994–1999
period were aimed at improving agricultural efficiency
and helping to safeguard the countryside and seem to
have been relativelyeffective in supporting restructuring
of small farms in Objective 1 regions.
Interventions under Objective 5b amounted to around
EUR 1.2 billion a year and were implemented in areas
housing some 9% of the EU population. They seem to
haveledtosomediversificationofagriculturalproduc-
tion and a growth of activities, such as agri-tourism
andenvironmentalservices,whilehelpingtorenovate
villages and develop public services.
In the present programming period, support for rural
development has been integrated into a single overall
strategy, though divided between two programmes,
one subject to the Structural Fund regulations, the
other to those of the EAGGF-Guarantee. The latter
are designed for agricultural market policies and not
well adapted to multi-annual action programmes.
The fishing sector is concentrated in a limited num-
ber of regions in peripheral parts of the EU, which
have been hit by the measures taken to preserve
fish stocks and where, accordingly, interventions
under the Common Fisheries Programme can
contribute significantly to the development of other
economic activities
Promoting employment, education
and training through the ESF
During the 1994–1999 period, the European Social
Fund (ESF) provided support for the development of
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Structural Fund interventions, around half going to
Objective 1 regions.
Interventions under Objective 3 were aimed at inte-
gratingyoungpeople,thelong-termunemployed,and
those at risk of exclusion into employment and at pro-
moting equal opportunities. Interventions under Ob-
jective 4 were focussed on helping workers adapt to
industrial change. Evidence suggests that the most
successful measures were those offering a combina-
tion of support, such as guidance, training and job
search, tailored to individual needs.
Inaddition,theESFprovides finance for employment,
education and training systems at both national and
regional level. In Objective 1 regions, the ESF helped
to increase levels of public investment in education
and training. Although the European Employment
Strategy (EES) was launched when the programming
period was already underway, the ESF provided sig-
nificant support, from 1997 on, for policies included in
the National Action Plans for employment (NAPs),
especially in the southern Member States
In the 2000–2006 period, the link between the ESF
and the EES has been strengthened considerably.
With a budget of around EUR 60 billion overall, the
ESF has become the main Community financial in-
strument underpinning the EES, and the EES, in turn,
provides a stronger policy framework for ESF inter-
ventions and employment creation.
Promoting cooperation and networking
Community Initiatives are designed to promote inno-
vation, partnership and the development of collabora-
tive ventures between countries and regions,
addressing needs often unmet by the mainstream
programmes implemented under the Structural Fund
Objectives.
In the 1994–1999 period, INTERREG II supported
three broad types of programme, cross-border coop-
eration (Strand A), energy networks (Strand B) and
cooperation over regional and spatial planning
(Strand C). Most funding went to Strand A
programmes for improving the environment, support-
ing cultural activities, tourism and services for SMEs
and assisting the development of transport links, es-
pecially cross-border routes. Significant improve-
ments were made, in particular, to border crossings in
Objective 1 regions in Greece, Germany and Finland.
The main benefits, however, have come from in-
creased contact and better understanding between
public authorities and private and semi-public
organisations on either side of the border.
During the period 2000–2006, INTERREG III — en-
dowed with around EUR 5 billion — reinforced the
cross-border component (Strand A), promoted strate-
gic cooperation at trans-national level on spatial plan-
ning themes (Strand B), and favoured cooperation
and exchange of experiences between regions
(Strand C).
In the future, INTERREG will need to take account of
the new context in which border areas represent a
larger part of the EU in terms of both population and
land area.
The URBAN Initiativecovers the 44% of the EU popu-
lation living in cities of over 50,000 people. In the
1994–1999period,supportamountedtojustEUR148
million a year and was divided between 118 cities. In
the present period, this was reduced to EUR 104 mil-
lion a year divided between projects in 70 cities. The
main focus is on small urban neighbourhoods and on
encouraging local involvement in schemes which di-
rectlyaffectpeople’slives.Thishashelpedtoraisethe
visibility of EU structural policy as a whole. It has also
helped to attract private investment. On the other
hand, the concentration of support on small areas
leavesoutofscopeprojectsfortacklingwiderregional
issues, such as the relationship between urban and
neighbouring rural areas.
TheEMPLOYMENTandADAPTInitiativessupported
around 9,300 projects in the 1994–1999 period, in-
volving some 1,6 million people in programmes for
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Composite  Default screenlabour market integration and job creation at local
level. Projects funded included measures for facilitat-
ing access to work and training, support for new
sources of employment, help for SMEs to anticipate
change and child care support for women to make it
easier for them to pursue a working career.
In the 2000–2006 period, EQUAL is focussed on
new innovative approaches to combating inequali-
ties and discrimination on the labour market, giving
strong emphasis to trans-national cooperation,
partnership and the exchange of experience and
good practice.
LEADER II provided support in rural areas to around
900 local action groups over the period 1994–1999
from a budget ofEUR 300 million a year which was in-
creased to EUR 700 million through co-financing. The
main activity funded was tourism, though assistance
was also given to SMEs and the development of local
products.
WithLEADER+(2000–2006),whichhasthesamean-
nual budget as LEADER II, more emphasis has been
put on the pilotnature of projects and cooperation has
been made easier.
Pilot innovative actions
Nearly one in three regional authorities across the
EU15 has formulated a Regional Innovation Strategy
(RIS) or a Regional Information Society Initiative
(RISI). The most visible effects of the two Initiatives
havebeenpublic-privatesectorpartnershipsandsup-
port for SMEs to access new technologies.
A new system for innovative actions, with Structural
Fund support of around EUR 400 million in total, was
introduced in 2001 to encourage regions to develop
programmes for increasing regional competitiveness
through technology and innovation (the Lisbon strat-
egy), applying new forms of ICT (the eEurope action
plan) and promoting sustainable development
(Gothenburg). So far three out of four regions in the
Union have applied for funding for programmes
relating to one of these three themes.
Improving the effectiveness of
Structural Fund management
In the last review of the Structural Fund regulations in
1999,therewasanattemptbothtosimplifythesystem
and decentralise day-to-day management to Member
States. Though Member States are increasingly re-
sponsible for how the Funds are spent, the Commis-
sion remains ultimately accountable to the budgetary
authority for expenditure. The need before the new
funding period is to review the regulations with a view
to increasing the effectiveness of the system and
further reducing its complexity.
The core principles
Programming, partnership, concentration and
additionality have remained the central principles of
the Structural Funds since the 1988 reform. Program-
ming, in the sense of planning expenditure over a
number of years to achieve strategic objectives, has
resulted in greater certaintyand more stabilityand co-
herenceinthepolicyfollowedandtheprojectsfunded.
While the programming period has lengthened as
planning capabilities have increased and while objec-
tives have become more quantified, concerns have
grown over the complexity and time involved in ap-
proving programming documents and over the need
to ensure that programmes are flexible enough to
adapt to change.
Partnership in the design and implementation of
programmes has become stronger and more inclu-
sive, involving a range of private sector entities, in-
cluding the social partners, as well as regional and
local authorities. This has led to better targeted and
more innovative projects, improved monitoring and
evaluation of performance and the wider dissemina-
tionofinformationoftheirresults,attheprice,insome
cases, of additional complexity of programme
management.
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Composite  Default screenConcentration, in the sense of focusing funds on the
areas most in need, has increased over time, though
evaluations suggest that resources are still some-
times spread too widely and thinly. In the present pro-
gramming period, 41% of the EU15 population live in
either Objective 1 or Objective 2 regions, though the
complicated process of defining the latter led to some
fragmentation of regions and excessive dispersion of
resources.
AdditionalityhasbeenlargelyrespectedinObjective1
regions, in the sense that the Structural Funds have
supplementedratherthanreplaced existingpublicex-
penditure. However, verifying that this has also been
the case as regards Objective 2 and 3 programmes,
especially the latter, has proved more difficult.
The search for greater effectiveness
Although expertise in managing the Funds has in-
creased over time, improving the effectiveness of
programmes remains a key challenge. The control
procedures required are often regarded by Member
States as unwarranted given the costs involved and
as duplicating national systems. A particular criticism
is that present requirements were decided so late that
theyhaveledtodelaysinprogrammeimplementation,
creating pressure for funds to be spent quickly at the
expense of quality. Costs of financial management
seem especially high for Objective 2 programmes.
While the management of public funds has improved,
it was still the case, in the last programming period,
thatonlyathirdofObjective1projectsevaluatedwere
completed on time, while a third were over a year late.
In addition, two-thirds of projects were over budget.
The discipline imposed by the `n+2´ rule during the
current period has contributed to improving signifi-
cantly the use of structural monies. In 2003, the finan-
cial execution of the Structural Funds was close to
100%.
Monitoring is an essential part of the system, but eval-
uationssuggestthatithasnotbeenaseffectiveasex-
pected, partly because of the difficulty of collecting
meaningful information. Moreover, the focus on finan-
cial issues rather than strategic ones tends to lead to
funds being spent where they are most easily ab-
sorbed instead of where they might be most effective.
Although improvements have been made in the pres-
entperiodbyidentifyingindicatorsandtargets,thefor-
merareoftennotwelldefinedandthelattertoobroad.
Evaluationhasalsoimprovedovertime,butstillvaries
considerably between Member States in the way it is
implemented. Evaluations are now required to be un-
dertakenexantebyMemberStates,atmid-terminco-
operation with the Commission — in time for the
results to affect decisions on the remainder of the
programme — and ex post by the Commission,
though only two years after the programme ends.
More involvement of regions and Member States in
the process might make it more useful and relevant.
To encourage better management, a financial incentive
in the form of a performance reserve, with 4% of Struc-
tural Fund resources, has been introduced in the pres-
ent period for allocation in 2004 on the basis of the
achievement of programme targets specified initially.
Management systems have in many cases become
more decentralised over time which, according to
evaluations, has tended to increase their effective-
ness by making them more responsive to regional
needs.
The challenge of enlargement
TheStructuralFundsareofkeyimportancetothenew
Member States in helping them strengthen their com-
petitiveness. Over the period 2000–2006, the acces-
sioncountriesarereceivingsomeEUR3billionayear
from ISPA (for transport and environmental projects),
SAPARD (for agriculture and rural development) and
PHARE(for strengthening economic and social cohe-
sion and administrative and institutional capacity). Af-
ter the 10 new Member States enter the EU, they will
continue, together with Bulgaria and Romania, to be
eligible for PHARE assistance for three years
(totalling EUR 1.6 billion a year).
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Composite  Default screenUnder ISPA, 324 projects had been approved by the
end of 2003, divided fairly evenly between transport
and theenvironment and, in theformer, between road
and rail. Under SAPARD, resources amounting to
EUR 500 million a year go to support development
plans for agriculture and rural areas formulated by the
countries themselves.
The new Member States will be eligible for support
from the Structural Funds over the period 2004 to
2006. Support,amounting tosome EUR 21.8 billion in
total over the three years, will be concentrated on a
limited number of priority areas to maximise impact
and minimise problems of programme implementa-
tion. The priority areas selected by the countries differ
markedly in terms of the relative importance attached
to spending on infrastructure, human resources and
productive investment, in part reflecting differences in
the prevailing state of the capital stock in these
respective areas.
Theneedtodevelopastrategicapproachandtofocus
onalimitednumberofpriorities,highlightedduringthe
negotiations, is to be maintained in the implementa-
tionphase.Inaddition,specialattentionwillneedtobe
given to ensuring the maximum coherence between
the Structural Funds and national policies, to environ-
mental considerations and to equal opportunities. At
the same time,the issue of administrative capacity re-
mains a concern, despite the progress made at both
national government and regional level, though expe-
rience of actually implementing programmes will help
strengthen capacity.
From this and other perspectives, the 2004–2006 pe-
riod can be regarded as a transitional one, allowing
the new Member States concerned to prepare the
ground for the next, and much longer, programming
period.
The challenge ahead for structural policy in the new
Member States is:
• to identify the structural deficiencies in each re-
gion which have the most damaging effect on
competitiveness and growth potential and to give
priority to tackling these first;
• to formulate a long-term development strategy for
each region in line with its comparative strengths
and weaknesses, which recognises that all needs
cannot be tackled simultaneously and which or-
ders investment projects in the light of the interac-
tion between them and the growth path it is
intended to follow over the long-run;
• to give due weight to environmental consider-
ations in investment decisions in order to ensure
that the growth path chosen is sustainable;
• to avoid excessive concentration of investment in
the present growth centres where the impact on
economic activity might be greatest in the short-
termbutwhichmaybeattheexpenseofbalanced
development over the long-run;
• to help strengthen the administrative capacity for
designing, implementing and managing develop-
ment programmes at regional level.
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1 See, for example, T. Padoa-Schioppa, Efficiency, stability and equity — A strategy for the evolution of the economic system of the
European Community, Oxford University Press 1987, which emphasises that ‘’there are serious risks of aggravated regional
imbalance in the course of market liberalisation ... (and) adequate accompanying measures are required to speed adjustment in
structurally weak regions and countries ... reforms and development of Community structural funds are needed for this purpose"
(pp. 5-6).
2 On this and previous points, see Agenda for a growing Europe, report of an independent high-level study group, chaired by André
Sapir, July 2003.
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a reformed cohesion policy
The Commission adopted a proposal on 10 February
2004 for the budget of the enlarged European Union
1
of 27 Member States for the period 2007–2013.
This was an important decision, the Commission tak-
ing the view that Union’s intervention in a number of
key policy fields required strengthening. In particular,
the Commission decided that an ambitious cohesion
policy should be an essential element of the total
package. Importantly, in the new budgetary structure,
theCommissionmaintainstheviewthatcohesionpol-
icyshouldbeallocatedasingle,andtransparent,bud-
getary heading which is essential in order to provide
the certainty and the stability necessary for the plan-
ning of the next generation of national and regional
multiannual programmes.
The decision reflected the work that has been under-
taken since the publication of the Second Cohesion
Report in 2001 which launched the debate on the fu-
ture of cohesion policy in the enlarged Union for the
periodbeginningin2007.TheconclusionsoftheThird
Cohesion Report that follow present a detailed pro-
posal for the priorities and delivery system for the new
generationprogrammesundercohesionpolicyincon-
formity with the broad guidelines set out in the finan-
cial perspective. Following the introductory remarks,
Part I sets out the new priorities for cohesion policy.
Part II describes the main elements of a new delivery
system. Part III sets out the resource implications.
It is worth recalling that cohesion policy — one of the
pillars of the European construction together with the
single market andmonetaryunion —istheonlypolicy
of the European Union that explicitly addresses eco-
nomic and social inequalities. It is thus a very specific
policyinvolvingatransferofresourcesbetweenMem-
ber States via the budget of the European Union for
the purpose of supporting economic growth and sus-
tainable development through investment in people
and in physical capital.
This also means thatthe concept of cohesion thathas
applied at the European level has not been a passive
onethatredistributesincomebutadynamicpolicythat
seeks to create resources by targeting the factors of
economic competitiveness and employment, espe-
cially where unused potential is high.
Four challenges for the future
More cohesion needed in an enlarged Union
The enlargement of the Union to 25 Member States,
and subsequently to 27 or more, will present an un-
precedented challenge for the competitiveness and
internal cohesion of the Union. As illustrated in this re-
port, enlargement will lead to the widening of the eco-
nomic development gap, a geographical shift in the
problemofdisparitiestowardstheeastandamoredif-
ficult employment situation: socio-economic dispari-
ties will double and the average GDP of the Union will
decrease by 12.5%.
At the same time, the whole of the Union faces chal-
lenges arising from a likely acceleration in economic
restructuring as a result of globalisation, trade
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ment of the knowledge economy and society, an age-
ing population and a growth in immigration.
Demographic ageing in Europe is a particular chal-
lenge. The regional variations in this respect are con-
siderablereflectingtrendsinfertilityandmortality,and
in migration. Addressing the problems is not simply a
question of coping with a rise in the dependent popu-
lation. It also requires ensuring that national and re-
gional development strategies are adapted to
demographic circumstances and are able, in particu-
lar,topromoteactiveageingpoliciesandtoexploitthe
often underused potential of the older population.
Finally,economic growth intheEUhas slowed appre-
ciably over the three years since the publication of the
last Cohesion Report. As a result, unemployment has
risen again in many parts of the Union with all the so-
cialimplicationswhichthisentails.Asaspringboardto
thefuture,theUnionshouldfullyexploittheopportuni-
ties provided by the current trend towards recovery.
Reinforcing the priorities of the Union
In an effort to improve the performance of the EU
economy, the Heads of State and of Government of
the Union meeting in Lisbon in March 2000 set out a
strategy designed to make Europe the most success-
ful and competitive knowledge based economy in the
world by 2010. The Nice Council in December 2000
translated the Lisbon objectives on poverty reduction
into a coordinated EU strategy for social inclusion. At
the Gothenburg Council in June 2001, the Lisbon
strategywas widened adding anew emphasis onpro-
tecting the environment and achieving a more
sustainable pattern of development.
Cohesionpolicymakesanimportantcontributiontoreal-
ising these aims. In effect, growth and cohesion are mu-
tually supportive. By reducing disparities, the Union
helps to ensure that all regions and social groups can
contribute to, and benefit from, the overall economic de-
velopment of the Union. Articles 3 and 158 of the Treaty
reflect this vision, which has been reinforced in the draft
Constitution by the introduction of a clearer reference to
the territorial dimension of cohesion.
Cohesion policyisalsonecessary inasituationwhere
other Community policies have important benefits
combined with limited but localised costs. Cohesion
policy helps to spread the benefits. By anticipating
change and facilitating adaptation, cohesion policy
can help to limit the negative impacts.
For this reason, cohesion policy in all its dimensions
must be seen as an integral part of the Lisbon strat-
egy, even if today, as the Commission pointed out in
the financial perspective, the policy design underlying
Lisbon needs to be completed and updated. In other
words, cohesion policy needs to incorporate the Lis-
bon and Gothenburg objectives and to become a key
vehicle for their realisation via the national and
regional development programmes.
Increasing quality to promote more
balanced and sustainable development
This report shows that disparities in output, productiv-
ityandaccesstojobswhichpersistbetweencountries
and regions stem from structural deficiencies in key
factors of competitiveness — inadequate endowment
of physical and human capital, a lack of innovativeca-
pacity and regional governance, and a low level of
environmental capital.
The cost of not pursuing a vigorous cohesion policy to
promote growth and tackle disparities is therefore
measured not only in terms of a loss of individual and
collective well-being but also in economic terms, in a
loss of potential real income and higher living stan-
dards. Given the interdependencies inherent in an in-
tegrated economy, these losses are not confined to
the less competitive regions or to individuals who are
not working or who are in unproductive jobs but affect
everyone in the Union.
Strengthening regional competitiveness through
well-targeted investment throughout the Union and
providing economic opportunities which help people
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tential of the EU economy as a whole to the common
benefit of all. By securing a more balanced spread of
economic activity across the Union, regional policy
helps to reduce the pressures of over-concentration,
congestion and bottlenecks.
A new partnership for cohesion
The reform of cohesion policy should also provide an
opportunity to bring greater efficiency, transparency
and political accountability. This requires, first and
foremost, the definition of a strategic approach for the
policy spelling out its priorities, ensuring coordination
with the system of economic and social governance
and allowing for a regular, open review of progress
made.
The corollary of the above is the need to reinforce in-
stitutional capacities at all levels of government
throughout the Union, building on one of the key
strengths of cohesion policy.
A new architecture for EU
cohesion policy after 2006
More targeted interventions
Inthepublicdebateonthefutureofcohesionpolicyre-
ferred to above, a general conclusion was that there
are a number of matters which are important for cohe-
sionintheUnionasawhole.(…“theissuesofcompet-
itiveness, sustainable development, and economic
and social restructuring are relevant in all Member
States”
2). These elements are key to understanding
the proposal below on future priorities.
In effect, the Commission proposes that actions sup-
ported by cohesion policy should focus on investment
in a limited number of Community priorities, reflecting
the Lisbon and Gothenburg agendas, where Commu-
nity intervention can be expected to bring about a le-
verage effect and significant added value.
Accordingly, for the regional programmes, the
Commission proposes a core list consisting of a lim-
itednumberofkeythemesasfollows:innovationand
the knowledge economy, environment and risk
prevention, accessibility and services of general
economic interest. For employment related
programmes,thefocuswillbeonimplementingthere-
forms needed to progress towards full employment,
improve quality and productivity at work, and promote
social inclusion and cohesion, in line with the guide-
lines and recommendations under the European
Employment Strategy.
These priority themes would be valid for the Union in
general, but they would need to be completed and ex-
panded to take account of the specific needs of the
less developed regions and Member States, where
additionalneedspersist,forexample,inrelationtothe
provision of infrastructure and to institutional capacity
building.Theseaspectsaredealtwithbelow(seealso
first Box at the end of this section for details).
Three Community priorities
The pursuit of the priority themes would be organ-
ised around a simplified and more transparent
framework with the future generation of
programmes grouped under three headings: con-
vergence, regional competitiveness and employ-
ment; territorial cooperation.
Convergence: supporting growth and
job creation in the least developed
Member States and regions
The convergence programmes concern the less de-
veloped Member States and regions which in accor-
dance with the Treaty are the top priority for
Community cohesion policy. The Treaty calls for a re-
duction in disparities between “the levels of develop-
ment of the various regions and the backwardness of
the least favoured regions or islands, including rural
areas” (Article 158). Enlargement will bring about an
unprecedented increase in the disparities within the
Union, the reduction of which will require long-term,
sustained efforts.
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those regions
3, in which per capita GDP is less than
75% of the Community average
4.
The key objective of cohesion policy in this context
would be to promote growth-enhancing conditions
and factors leading to real convergence. Strategies
shouldplanforthedevelopmentoflong-termcompeti-
tiveness and employment.
The Commission proposes that temporary support
should apply under this heading to those regions
where percapitaGDPwould havebeenbelow 75%of
theCommunityaverage as calculated for theUnion of
Fifteen (the so-called statistical effect of enlarge-
ment). These are regions where objective circum-
stances have not changed, although their GDP per
head will be relatively higher in the enlarged Union. In
the interest of equity, and to allow the regions con-
cerned to complete the process of convergence, sup-
port would be higher than decided in Berlin in 1999 for
the so-called “phasing out” regions of the current
generation.
It should be noted that in making this proposal, the
Commissionisoptingforthemorerigorousamongthe
four options presented in the Second Cohesion Re-
port, in the interest of concentration and a more effec-
tive cohesion policy overall. It should be understood
that this support would end in 2013 and would not be
followed by a further phasing out period.
Programmes would be supported by the financial re-
sourcesoftheEuropeanRegionalDevelopmentFund
(ERDF),theEuropeanSocialFund(ESF)andtheCo-
hesion Fund
5, in accordance with the principles set
out in the Treaty.
For illustration, the ERDF would provide support for:
• modernising and diversifying the economic struc-
tureofMemberStatesandregions,withparticular
attention to innovation and enterprise, notably by
creating closer links between research institutes
and industry, favouring access to and use of
information and communication technologies
(ICTs), developing conditions favourable to R&D,
improving access to finance and know-how and
encouraging new business ventures;
• extending and upgrading basic infrastructures
such as transport, telecommunications and en-
ergy networks, water supplies and environmental
facilities;
• protecting the environment, notably by helping
MemberStatestoachievefullcompliancewiththe
body of EU law, supporting the development of
eco-industries, rehabilitating derelict industrial
sites, supporting measures to prevent natural and
technological risks, investment in infrastructure
linked to Natura 2000, contributing to sustainable
economic development, favouring cleaner meth-
ods of transport and the development and use of
renewable energy;
• Reinforcing the institutional capacity of national
and regional administrations in managing the
Structural Funds and the Cohesion Fund.
The ESF would strengthen its role as the main Com-
munity financial instrument supporting of the Euro-
pean Employment Strategy (EES). It would provide
support for:
• improving the quality and responsiveness of la-
bour market institutions, education and training
systems, and social and care services;
• increasing investment in human capital, raising
educational levels, adapting the skills of citizens
andensuringaccessforalltothelabourmarket;
• promoting the adaptation of public administration
to change through administrative and capacity
building.
The new generation of employment-related
programmes should also seek to take on board the
lessons of the current EQUAL initiative across the EU
THIRD REPORT ON ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL COHESION
Conclusions: a proposal for a reformed cohesion policy
xxviii
0
5
25
75
95
100
0
5
25
75
95
100
0
5
25
75
95
100
0
5
25
75
95
100
co_en_2003_re_final.ps
C:\co_en_2003\co_en_2003_re_final.vp
Tuesday, March 02, 2004 12:08:58 PM
Color profile: Generic CMYK printer profile
Composite  Default screen(covering innovation, empowerment, partnership and
trans-national cooperation in employment matters).
The Cohesion Fund will apply to Member States with
GNI lying below 90% of the Community average
6.A s
for the current period, the Commission proposes to
maintain the mid-term assessment of eligibility for the
Cohesion Fund.
In line with the priorities set by the financial perspec-
tive, the Cohesion Fund should strengthen its contri-
bution to sustainable development. In this respect,
trans-European transport networks, in particular, the
projects of European interest, and environmental in-
frastructure would remain the central priorities. In or-
der to reach an appropriate balance to reflect the
particularneedsofthenewMemberStates,itisenvis-
aged also to support projects such as rail, maritime,
inland waterways, and multimodal transport
programmes outside the TEN-T, sustainable urban
transportandenvironmentallyimportantinvestmentin
the key fields of energy efficiency and renewable
energies.
Regional competitiveness and employment:
anticipating and promoting change
While interventions in the less developed Member
Statesandregionsremainthepriorityofcohesionpol-
icy, the analysis of the Third report confirms that there
are, to different degrees, important challenges that
concern all EU Member States.
In particular, Member States, regions and citizens will
have to adapt to a world experiencing rapid economic
and social change and restructuring, trade
globalisationandamovetowardsaknowledge-based
economyandsociety.Theywillalsohavetotacklethe
particularchallengesthatderivefromanageingpopu-
lation, growing immigration, labour shortages in key
sectors and social inclusion problems.
In this context, the Union must have an important role
toplay.First,theimplementationoftheLisbonagenda
has been disappointing. In these circumstances,
Community financial support can act as a catalyst,
helping to mobilise national and regional policies and
resources and to target them more resolutely on the
Union’s objectives.
Second, the visible presence of cohesion interven-
tionsthroughouttheEUisanessentialelementforthe
political, economic and social integration of the Union
and for promoting involvement of public and private
stakeholders and gaining their commitment to achiev-
ing the Union’s objectives.
ForcohesionpolicyoutsidetheleastdevelopedMem-
ber States and regions, the Commission proposes a
two-fold approach:
1) First, through regional programmes, cohesion
policywouldhelpregionsandtheregionalauthori-
tiestoanticipateandpromoteeconomicchangein
industrial, urban and rural areas by strengthening
their competitiveness and attractiveness, taking
into account existing economic, social and territo-
rial disparities;
2) Second, through national programmes, cohesion
policywouldhelppeopletoanticipateandtoadapt
to economic change, in line with the policy priori-
tiesoftheEES,bysupportingpoliciesaimedatfull
employment, quality and productivity at work, and
social inclusion.
Anticipating and promoting regional change
The regional programmes will help to address the
problems faced by urban and rural areas relating to
economic restructuring and other handicaps. This re-
port describes the difficulties facing many areas, for
example,thosedependentontraditionalindustries,or
urban areas in decline, or, again, rural areas often
confronted with a highly dispersed or ageing
population and poor accessibility.
Under the new programmes, the Commission pro-
poses a stricter concentration of interventions on the
three priority themes referred to above (see Box).
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would be the ERDF. From a resource allocation point
of view, two groups of regions need to be
distinguished:
• the regions
7 of the Union covered neither by the
convergence programmes nor by the “phasing in”
support described below;
• the regions currently eligible for Objective 1 not
fulfilling the criteria for the convergence
programmes even in the absence of the statistical
effect of enlargement. Such regions would benefit
from a higher level of support (under the heading
“phasing in”) on a transitional basis (the reduction
would follow a path comparable to that for regions
no longer eligible for Objective 1 in the period
2000–06).
Helping people to anticipate
and respond to change
Actions in this sphere would be delivered through na-
tional programmes with the aim of reinforcing the in-
troduction and implementation of structural reforms in
the labour market and strengthening social inclusion,
inlinewiththeobjectivesandguidelinesoftheEES.
Tothisend,supportshouldfocusonthreepolicyprior-
ities that are crucial for the implementation of the EES
and where Community funding can provide added
value:
• increasing the adaptability of workers and enter-
prises, by investing in skills and in-company train-
ing and bysupporting the development of efficient
life-long learning strategies;
• attracting more people into employment and pre-
ventingearlyexitfromthelabourmarket,inpartic-
ular through active ageing policies and measures
to support the participation of women;
• increasing the employment potential of people
who face greater difficulties in accessing the
labour market and retaining their job, such as
people with disabilities, ethnic minorities and
migrants.
The single funding source for the new programmes
would be the ESF.
European territorial cooperation:
promoting the harmonious and balanced
development of the Union territory
In the Second Progress Report on economic cohe-
sion
8 the Commission pointed to “the high level of
value added by the Union to measures concerning
co-operation, the exchange of experiences and
good practices and the role played by the Commu-
nity Initiative programmes was widely acknowl-
edged. Strengthening the instruments for
transnational, cross-border and interregional
co-operation and assistance on the external fron-
tiers of the Union were the aspects most often
mentioned”.
Building on the experience of the present
INTERREG Initiative, the Commission proposes to
create a new objective dedicated to furthering the
harmonious and balanced integration of the terri-
tory of the Union by supporting cooperation be-
tween its different components on issues of
Community importance at cross-border, trans-na-
tional and interregional level.
Action would be financed by the ERDF and would fo-
cus on integrated programmes managed by a single
authority in pursuit of key Community priorities linked
to the Lisbon and Gothenburg agendas.
In principle, all regions (defined at NUTS 3 levels)
along the external and internal borders, terrestrial
as well as maritime
9, would be concerned by
cross-bordercooperation.Theaimwouldbetopro-
mote joint solutions to common problems between
neighbouring authorities, such as urban, rural and
coastal development and development of eco-
nomic relations and networking of SMEs.
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Composite  Default screenIn this context, the Commission intends to propose a
new legal instrument in the form of a European
cooperation structure (“Cross-border regional author-
ity”), in order to allow Member States, regions and lo-
cal authorities to address — both inside and outside
Community programmes — the traditional legal and
administrative problems encountered in the manage-
ment of cross-border programmes and projects. The
aim would be to transfer to this new legal structure the
capacitytocarryoutcooperationactivitiesonbehalfof
public authorities.
Inordertoallowmoreeffectiveactionsontheexternal
borders of the enlarged Union, the Commission will
propose a New Neighbourhood Instrument (NNI) in
the context of the European Neighbourhood Strategy.
The NNI would operate on both sides of the external
border, including, where appropriate, maritime bor-
ders.TheNNIwillpromote,interalia,sustainableeco-
nomic and social development and build on past
experience of cross-border cooperation, in particular
partnership, multi-annual programming and
co-financing.
Sofarasthebroader actionstopromotetransnational
cooperation are concerned, the lessons should be
drawn from current experience. In particular, Member
Statesandregionswouldbeinvitedtoassesstheuse-
fulness and effectiveness of the existing 13 transna-
tional cooperation zones (defined under INTERREG
IIIB) in the light of enlargement. The objective would
betodecide,togetherwiththeCommission,onanum-
ber of zones for transnational cooperation which are
sufficiently coherent and where there are common in-
terests and opportunities to be developed. It is envis-
aged that such cooperation would focus on strategic
prioritieswithatrans-nationalcharactersuchasR&D,
information society, environment, risk prevention and
integrated water management.
Finally,theCommissionproposes thatregionsshould
infutureincorporateactionsinthefieldofinterregional
cooperation within their regional programmes. To
achieve this, regional programmes would need to
dedicateacertain amountofresources toexchanges,
cooperation and networking with regions in other
Member States. In addition, the Commission would
seek to facilitate exchange of experience and good
practice on a European scale by organising networks
involving regions and cities.
An integrated response to specific
territorial characteristics
Oneofthekeycharacteristics ofaneffectivecohesion
policyliesinitsadaptabilitytospecificneedsandchar-
acteristics of territories.
This report shows that particular geographical or
naturalhandicapsmayintensifydevelopmentprob-
lems, particularly in the outermost regions of the
Union, in many islands, in mountain areas and in
sparsely populated parts in the far north.
The report also identifies therole cities throughout the
Union play as centres of economic development, al-
thoughtheyare also facedbyproblems linked toenvi-
ronmental pressure, social exclusion and economic
restructuring. It also emerges from the analysis that
rural areas continue to be faced by large-scale
changes. Their revitalisation depends on the diversifi-
cation of economic activity and the strengthening of
their links with urban areas.
While recognising the different circumstances and
challenges, the Commission considers that the
next generation of programmes should be defined
in such a way that the different territorial problems
(andopportunities)canbeaddressedwithoutmulti-
plying the number of programmes or the number of
instruments. Any given individual programme
shouldthereforeprovidetheframeworkfordifferent
situationstobedealtwithandforintegratedandho-
listic solutions to problems to be addressed.
Integrating urban deprivation and regeneration
into regional programmes: URBAN+
The foregoing is relevant to urban policy. Building
on the strengths of the URBAN initiative, the
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issues by fully integrating actions in this field into
the programmes.
To carry this out, at the beginning of the next pro-
gramming period, each Member State would pro-
pose a list of urban areas which would benefit from
aspecificactionwithintheprogrammes.Theextent
of the problems facing the cities and their role in
promoting regional development would suggest
that the number of cities concerned should be
greater than the 70 today covered by the URBAN
initiative in the EU15.
Critical to the success of urban actions is the involve-
ment of the city authorities both in the design of
programmes and in the management. It is therefore
envisaged that an arrangement involving a sub-dele-
gation of responsibilities to these authorities would be
necessary within theregional programmes. The scale
of interventions organised in this way would be de-
cided when the programmes are drawn up, but it is
worth noting that today more than 10% of the total EU
contribution to Objectives 1 and 2 is devoted directly
or indirectly to financing urban-related measures.
As indicated above, cooperation between cities — an
importantelementoftheaddedvalueofEuropeanac-
tion — would be included under the heading of territo-
rial cooperation.
Outermost regions
The Commission intends, within the convergence ob-
jective,tosetupaspecific programme tocompensate
for the specific constraints of the outermost regions,
as recognised by article 299.2 of the Treaty and re-
questedbytheEuropeanCouncilof21–22June2002
in Seville. In addition, an action, “Grand Voisinage”,
aimedatfacilitatingcooperationwiththeneighbouring
countries, would be included under the new “Euro-
pean territorial cooperation” programmes. In accor-
dance with the request of the Council, the
Commission will shortly present a report on an overall
strategy for the outermost regions.
Addressing persistent problems of development
in regions with geographical handicaps
Problems of accessibility and remoteness from large
markets are particularly acute in many islands, some
mountain areas and in sparsely-populated regions,
particularly in the far north of the Union.
The allocation of resources for the regional competi-
tivenessandemploymentpriorityshouldtakeaccount
of this by using “territorial” criteria, reflecting the rela-
tive disadvantage of regions with geographical handi-
caps. Member States should ensure that the specific
features of these regions are taken into account when
it comes to the targeting of resources within regional
programmes.
Inanefforttopromotemoreactioninthesesometimes
neglectedareasandtotakeaccountofthehighercost
of public investment in per capita terms, for the next
period it is proposed that territories with permanent
geographical handicaps should benefit from an in-
crease in the maximum Community contribution.
A better organisation of the instruments
operating in rural areas and in favour of
the restructuring of the fisheries sector
In the communication financial perspective, the Com-
mission proposes to simplify and to clarify the role of
the different instruments in support of rural develop-
ment and the fisheries sector.
The current instruments linked to rural development
policy would be grouped in one single instrument un-
der the Common Agricultural Policy designed to:
• increase the competitiveness of the agricultural
sector through support for restructuring (for in-
stance, investment aids for young farmers, infor-
mation and promotion measures);
• enhance the environment and countryside
through support for land management, including
co-financing of rural development actions related
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stance agri-environment, forestry, and `Least Fa-
voured Areas´ measures);
• enhance the quality of life in rural areas and pro-
motediversificationofeconomicactivitiesthrough
measures targeting the farming sector and other
rural actors (for instance, qualitative reorientation
of production, food quality, village restoration).
The present Community Initiative, LEADER+, would
be integrated into mainstream programming.
Similarly, action in favour of the restructuring of the
fisheries sector would be grouped under a single in-
strument,whichwouldfocusonactionstoaccompany
the restructuring needs of the fisheries sector and to
improve working and living conditions in areas where
the fisheries sector, including aquaculture, plays an
important role.
An important part of these proposals is that the finan-
cial resources transferred from cohesion policy to
thesenew instruments would continue tobedeployed
insuchawaythatthesamedegreeofconcentrationis
achieved as today on helping the less developed re-
gions and countries covered by the convergence
programmes.
Outside these interventions, cohesion policy would
support the diversification of the rural economy and of
the areas dependent on fisheries away from tradi-
tional activities, in conformity with the priority themes
listed in the Box.
Coordination and complementarity
with other Community policies
Cohesion policy provides an essential complement to
otherCommunity-wideexpenditureinthefieldofinno-
vation (R&D, enterprise, information society and envi-
ronmentally clean technologies), networks (transport,
energy,communication)andeducationandculture.In
effect,cohesion policy helps toensure thattheneces-
sary physical and institutional capacities are created
in the Member Statesand regions across the whole of
the Community enabling them to benefit from these
other policies. The management of the latter policies,
on the one hand, and cohesion policy, on the other,
couldbeimprovedinfuturethroughmoreongoingdia-
logue and exchange of information and better coordi-
nation of activities.
The question of complementarity concerns a number
of policy fields. Particular attention would be given to
ensuring the integration of actions in favour of equal
opportunities between men and women into national
and regional programmes.
Likewise, the implementation of cohesion policy
should help to promote compliance with internal mar-
ket rules, especially as regards public procurement
legislation.Arapidandeffectiveimplementationofthe
new legislative package for public procurement in the
Member States would contribute to the simplification
ofproceduresand,therefore,totheefficiencyofcohe-
sion policy.
At another level, consistency with the Broad Eco-
nomic Policy Guidelines and the European Employ-
ment Strategy would help to increase the
effectiveness of cohesion policy.
A key question is that of the consistency between co-
hesion and competition policies. The regions with
GDP per capita below 75% of the average should re-
main eligible for the state aid regime as defined in ac-
cordance with Article 87.3(a) of the Treaty. For the
regions affectedbythe“statistical effect”,these would
besubjecttoalimitonstateaidsimilartothatforeseen
under Article 87.3(a) at the beginning of the period.
These regions would be assimilated to the state aid
regime as defined in Article 87.3(c) but subject to the
relevant limits on aid intensity granted under Article
87.3(c) by the end of 2013 at the latest.
The outermost regions as defined under Article299 of
the Treaty that would not be covered by the new con-
vergence objective would also benefit from a specific
transitional state aid regime setting limits on aid that
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Article 87.3(a), followed by a gradual reduction.
For other regional programmes, the Commission is
proposing to abandon the current system whereby it
drawsupdetailedlistsofeligibleareasatsub-regional
level (see below). Consistency would be ensured at
the level of the priorities to be financed rather than at
the level of the geographical areas where the actions
supported take place. This means that outside the
convergence objective, the different fields of interven-
tion will have to be pursued in a manner consistent
with the applicable state aid rules. At the same time,
the Commission intends to keep the relevant state aid
rulesunderreviewtakingintoaccountthesepriorities.
The Commission intends to simplify the rules as re-
gards other state aid matters not explicitly covered by
existing frameworks, guidelines or regulations. This
concerns cases involving the granting of limited
amountsofstateaid.Theprinciplewouldbeoneofap-
plying a so-called “significant impact test”. The result
would be to provide greater legal security and more
flexibility, well above what is currently possible under
the de minimis rule, for both Member States and re-
gions in addressing local development and employ-
ment issues.
A reformed delivery system
The way that policies are implemented has a decisive
effect on their effectiveness. The delivery mechanism
for cohesion policy has demonstrated its capacity to
deliver quality projects of European interest on the
ground while maintaining high standards in the man-
agement and control of public expenditure, because:
• it allows interventions to be planned within a sta-
ble, medium-term (multi-annual) framework nec-
essary for the realisation of major investment;
• through its integrated strategies for development,
it combines within a single coherent framework,
targeted investment in equipment, infrastructure,
innovation and human resources taking into ac-
count the specific circumstances of the regions;
• it promotes good governance through closer pub-
lic-private partnership;
• as a result of co-financing arrangements, it levers
in additional expenditure from national public and
private sources;
• it encourages more precision in public expendi-
ture so that it is more cost-efficient while at the
same time being compatible with the single
market.
However, this report underlines the need to tackle
certain difficulties encountered in the implementa-
tion of current programmes. Though the key princi-
ples of cohesion policy — programming,
partnership, co-financing and evaluation — should
be maintained, the efficiency of the policy in an en-
larged Union could be enhanced by introducing a
number of reforms designed, first, to encourage a
more strategic approach to programming; sec-
ondly, to introduce further decentralisation of re-
sponsibilities to partnerships on the ground in the
Member States, regions and local authorities;
thirdly, to reinforce the performance and quality of
programmes co-financed through a reinforced,
more transparent partnership and clear and more
rigorous monitoring mechanisms,;and fourthly, to
simplify the management system by introducing
more transparency, differentiation and proportion-
ality while ensuring sound financial management.
It should be noted that the limits of decentralisation
resulting from simplification are set by the fact that
the Commission is accountable to the budgetary
authority and to public opinion on the sound finan-
cial managementand on the results ofthe activities
co-financed.Thereformofthedeliverysysteminall
its aspects, as presented below, would be under-
taken in full respect of the Treaty and of the basic
principles of the new financial regulation (article
155)
10.
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Composite  Default screenThe body of law for the new cohesion policy would be
presented and adopted at the same time to ensure
greater coherence and efficiency from the beginning
of the programming period.
More strategic orientation on
the priorities of the Union
The Commission proposes that an overall strategic
document for cohesion policy should be adopted by
the Council, after an opinion of the Parliament, in ad-
vance of the new programming period and on the ba-
sis of a Commission proposal, defining clear priorities
for Member States and regions.
This strategic approach would guide the policy in its im-
plementationandmakeitmorepoliticallyaccountable.It
would help to specify more tightly the desired level of
synergy to be achieved between cohesion policy and
the Lisbon and Gothenburg agendas and would in-
crease the consistency with the Broad Economic Policy
Guidelines and the European Employment Strategy.
Each year, the European Institutions would examine
progress on the strategic priorities and results
achieved on the basis of a report by the Commission
summarising Member State’ progress reports.
To support this work, evaluation tasks need to be re-
defined with a view to become more strategic and
result-oriented.
Simplification based on more subsidiarity
Already during the current period, the Commission
has embarked on an exhaustive examination of ways
tostreamline themanagement ofcohesion policy.For
the next period, the Commission proposes to simplify
further the system in a number of key aspects.
Programming
The programming system would be simplified as
follows:
• at the political level: on the basis of the strategic
document adopted by the Council, each Member
State would prepare a policy document on its de-
velopment strategy, which would be negotiated
with the Commission and constitute the frame-
work for preparing the thematic and regional
programmes, but not having the role — as the ex-
isting Community Support Framework — of a
management instrument;
• at the operational level: on the basis of the policy
document, the Commission would adopt national
andregionalprogrammesforeachMemberState.
The programmes would be defined at an aggre-
gate or high priority level only, highlighting the
most important measures. Additional detail, re-
flected today in the so-called “programme com-
plement” would be abandoned as well as
management by measure.
Coordination and coherence between the Funds
would be guaranteed at both political and operational
level.
Thenumber offunds would belimitedtothree(ERDF,
ESF and Cohesion Fund) compared to the current six
(see Box at the end of this section).
As opposed to current multi-Fund programmes, fu-
ture ERDF and ESF interventions would aim at op-
erating with only one Fund per programme. In this
respect, the action of each Fund would be made
more coherent by allowing the ERDF and the ESF
to finance residual activities related, respectively,
tohumanandphysicalcapital.Fundingoftheseac-
tivities would be limited and directly linked to the
main domains of interventions of each Fund. This
would allow both for a simplification and increased
effectiveness of programming.
The Cohesion Fund and the ERDF would follow a sin-
gle programming system, where transport and envi-
ronment infrastructures are concerned. Large
projects would be adopted by the Commission sepa-
rately, but managed within the related programmes.
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Payments would be made at the level of each
high-levelpriorityandnolonger,astoday,atthelower
level of the “measure”. The system of payments (ad-
vances and reimbursement) as well as the essential
principle of automatic de-commitment (the `n+2´ rule)
would be maintained.
National rules would largelydetermine eligibilityofex-
penditure, with the exception of a limited number of
fields such as VAT, technical assistance and passive
interests
11, where Community rules would continue to
apply.
Financial control
The principle of proportionality would apply to the op-
eration of control systems, the level of intervention by
theCommissiondependingonthelevelofCommunity
co-financing and the adequacy of the national or re-
gional control systems. Below certain thresholds, the
Member State would have the option of using its na-
tionalcontrolsystemsfortheprogrammesconcerned,
and theCommission would relyprincipally on a decla-
ration of assurance by an independent national con-
trol body. The Commission would continue to apply
closure of account procedures and financial correc-
tion mechanisms, which enable it to assume its
responsibility for the implementation of the budget.
Proportionality and further simplification of financial
management and control should go hand-in-hand
with stricter sanctions and prompt recovery in case of
irregularities or fraud.
Additionality
Additionality—thatEUresourcesshouldaddtorather
than replace national resources — would remain a
key principle of cohesion policy. However, in line with
the principle of proportionality, the Commission would
verifyits application only within the “convergence” ob-
jective. Member States would be responsible for en-
suring that the principle of additionality applies within
the “Regional competitiveness and employment” and
“European territorial cooperation” programmes.
Partnership and coordination
Partnership would be enhanced by reinforcing the
complementarity and cooperation between Member
States, regions and local authorities both at the pro-
gramming and implementation levels. In this respect,
according to its institutional arrangements, each
Member State should seek to organise the coordina-
tion between the different levels of government
through tripartite agreements.
To promote better governance, the social partners
and representatives from civil society should become
increasingly involved through appropriate mecha-
nisms in the design, implementation and follow-up of
the interventions.
In order to increase the leverage effect, more empha-
sis is needed on modern forms of financing. One di-
rection of reform would be to reinforce the partnership
withtheEuropeanInvestmentBankandtheEuropean
Investment Fund, for example, by establishing a
stronger link between co-financing rates and the eco-
nomic viability of programmes and projects.
These proposed changes should bring greater trans-
parency to the operation of the policy, facilitating the
access of citizens and companies thus increasing the
number of projects coming forward and helping to
make a contribution to greater value-for-money
through increased competition for support.
More concentration
The major concentration of resources should remain
on the less prosperous Member States and regions
with an emphasis on the new Member States. At the
level of the individual development programmes, con-
centration would be achieved by focusing on the Lis-
bon and Gothenburg priorities as well as, in the
“convergence” regions, on institutional capacity
building.
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programmes, the current emphasis (under Objec-
tive 2) on the zoning of eligible areas at the level of
communes, municipalities and wards has meant
that concentration has been understood almost ex-
clusively in micro-geographical terms. While the
geographical concentration of resources in the
worst affected pockets or areas must remain an es-
sential part of the effort in the future, it must also be
recognised that the prospects of such areas are in-
timately linked to the success of the region as
whole.
Asmanyregionshaverecognised,thisrequiresthe
development of a coherent strategy for the whole
regionasawayofaddressingtheneedsofitsweak-
est parts. For the future, it is therefore proposed to
abandonthecurrentsystemofmicro-zoning,allow-
ingtheappropriatebalancebetweenthegeograph-
ical and other forms of concentration to be
determined in the drawing up of the regional com-
petitiveness programmes in partnership with the
Commission.
This should not imply any dilution of the level of effort
in deploying EU financial resources. Under the “re-
gional competitiveness” strand, concentration would
take place at a two levels:
• Thematic concentration would be stronger out-
side the “convergence” regions, in the sense that
programmes would address a maximum of three
themes (see Box).
• Asecondlevelofconcentrationwillbeassuredvia
rules on the minimum financial volume of
programmes and priorities.
In the context of the partnership, regions would have
theresponsibility inthefirstinstance forconcentrating
financial resources on the themes necessary to ad-
dress theeconomic, social andterritorialdisparities at
regional level. The Commission would verify and con-
firm consistency at the moment of deciding the
programmes.
Finally, through the principle of de-commitment of un-
used funds (the `n+2´ rule), a discipline unique to re-
gional and cohesion policy, there would remain a
strong incentive in favour of the efficient and rapid
realisation of the programmes.
A stronger accent on
performance and quality
Effectiveness calls for a greater focus on impact and
performance, and for a better definition of the results
tobeachieved.Overall,theefficiencyofcohesionpol-
icy would be improved by the establishment of an an-
nual dialogue (see above) with the European
Institutions to discuss — on the basis of the Commis-
sion’syearlyreportaccompanied byCommission rec-
ommendations — the progress and results of national
and regional programmes, so to enhance transpar-
ency and accountability towards the institutions and
the citizens.
Evaluationbefore,during (on-going) and aftertheend
of the programmes would remain essential to the
overall effort to maintain quality. In the assessment of
regional strengths and weaknesses at the beginning
ofeachprogramme,thereisaneedinteraliaforanad-
ditional effort to anticipate within each Member State
and region the adjustments likely to occur from trade
opening and globalisation. In addition, it is recom-
mended that trade impact assessments should in fu-
ture include systematically a territorial dimension for
the EU.
In addition, the Commission proposes to set up a
Community performance reserve whose main objec-
tive would be to reward the Member States and re-
gions which show the most significant progress
towards the agreed objectives. The rules for the allo-
cationofthereservewouldbeimprovedandsimplified
taking into account the experience with the perfor-
mance reserve for the current programming period.
In this context, a stronger complementarity and part-
nership between the Structural Funds, the EIB and
EIF could be established.
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create within their national allocation a small reserve
enabling them to respond swiftly to unexpected sec-
toral or local shocks resulting from industrial restruc-
turing or theeffects oftrade agreements. This reserve
would be used for providing ancillary support to the
re-training of the most affected workers and to the di-
versification of the economy in the areas concerned,
acting as a complement to the national and regional
programmes which should constitute the principal in-
strument for restructuring in anticipation of economic
change. The mobilisation of the reserve would be dis-
cussed and agreed with the Commission.
It is important to recall here that the new financial per-
spective propose the creation of a specific instrument
(Growth Adjustment Fund) to complement growth and
cohesion objectives in the light of the objectives of the
Union and to reactto crises stemming from international
economic and trade developments. The Commission
proposes to add to this instrument by using the commit-
ted, but unused, funds from the ERDF and ESF up to a
maximum of EUR 1 billion per year.
Financial resources
The financial resources dedicated to cohesion pol-
icyshould reflectthe ambition ofan enlarged Union
to promote growth and job creation in its less
favoured areas. For the period 2007–2013, the
Commissionhasproposedinthefinancialperspec-
tives to allocate a sum equivalent to 0.41% of the
GNI of the EU27 (which equates to 0.46% before
thetransferstotheproposedsingleruralandfisher-
ies instruments) in support of the three priorities of
the reformed cohesion policy. This percentage cor-
responds to EUR 336.3 billion over the period (or
EUR 344.9 billion taking into account the adminis-
trative expenditures and the Solidarity Fund). With
the exception of the Solidarity Fund, these re-
sources would remain, as today, an expenditure
target, while remaining subject to the rules related
to de-commitment (`n+2´).
The indicative division of this amount among the
three priorities of the reformed policy would be as
follows:
1) Around 78% for the “convergence” priority (less
developed regions, Cohesion Fund, and “statisti-
cal effect” regions), with the emphasis on help to
the 12 new Member States. The absorption limit
(“capping”) for financial transfers to any given
Member State under cohesion policy would be
maintained at its current 4% of national GDP, tak-
ing into account amounts included under the rural
development and fisheries instruments.
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would be enhanced to represent a third of the fi-
nancialallocationforthenewMemberStatescon-
cerned. This is in order to consolidate the effort
begun in 2004–2006 in the light of significant
needs of these countries in terms of transport and
environment infrastructure. The allocation be-
tween countries would take account of the needs
of each Member State and upper and lower limits
would be established, as today (financial
“fourchettes”).
The regions concerned by the so-called statistical
effectwouldbenefitfromaspecific,decreasingal-
location under the convergence objective to facili-
tate their “phasing out”.
2) Around18%forthe“regionalcompetitivenessand
employment” priority. Outside the phasing-in re-
gions the distribution between the regional
programmes financed by the ERDF and the na-
tional programmes financed by the ESF would be
50–50.
Regional programmes inside the “phasing in” re-
gionswillfollowthesameprincipleoffundingfrom
a single source (the ERDF). Interventions inside
these regions in pursuit of the EES will take place
in the context of the national programmes fi-
nanced by the ESF, with an appropriate earmark-
ing of ESF resources to ensure that the profile for
phasinginisfullyrespected,ERDFandESFcom-
bined. The contribution of each Fund in the re-
gions concerned would follow, on average, the
same proportions as in the current multi-fund
programmes.
3) Around4%forthe“territorialcooperation”priority.
For the distribution of the financial resources among
Member States, the Commission proposes to apply
the method based on objective criteria used at the
timeoftheBerlinCouncil(1999)forthe“convergence”
priority, taking into account the need for fairness
regarding the regions affected by the statistical effect
of enlargement.
Resourcesfortheobjective“regionalcompetitiveness
and employment” would be allocated by the Commis-
sion between Member Stateson thebasis ofCommu-
nity economic, social and territorial criteria.
Finally, the size of the population living in the relevant
regionsandrelativesocio-economic conditionswould
guide the distribution of resources under the “Euro-
pean territorial cooperation” objective.
*****
TheCommission willorganise aForumon10–11May
2004, in advance of the presentation by the Commis-
sion of the new legislative proposals. This Forum will
bring together all those concerned by cohesion policy
to discuss the proposals contained in this report.
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Priority themes
“Convergence” priority “Regional competitiveness
and employment” priority
Regional competitiveness strand
ERDF 1. Innovation and the knowledge economy
• Productive investment;
• Development of endogenous potential.
Inter alia:
• Services to enterprises
• Promoting innovation and R&D • Promoting innovation and R&D, inter alia,b yr e -
inforcing the links of SMEs with the knowledge
base,supportingnetworksandclusters,anden-
hancing SMEs access to advanced technolo-
gies and innovation business services.
• Promoting entrepreneurship • Promoting entrepreneurship, by, inter alia, sup-
porting the creation of new firms from universi-
ties and existing firms, or setting up new
financial instruments and incubating facilities.
• Direct aid to investment
• Local infrastructure
• Information society
• Tourism and cultural investment
2. Accessibility and services of general economic interest
• Transport, telecommunications and energy net-
works, including trans-European networks;
• Secondary networks, inter alia, road connec-
tions to TEN-transport, but also regional train
junctions, airports and harbours or multimodal
platforms, regional and local inland waterways,
railsectionsensuringradialconnectionsto main
rail lines.
• Secondary networks; • Information society, inter alia equitable access
and use of broadband ICT networks and ser-
vices; the promotion of SME access to ICT.
• Social infrastructure
3. Environment and risk prevention
• Helping Member States to achieve full compli-
ance with the body of EU law
• Investment in infrastructure linked to Natura
2000 contributing to sustainable economic de-
velopment
• Supporting the development of eco-industries • Promoting the integration of cleaner technolo-
giesandpollutionpreventionmeasuresinSMEs
• Rehabilitating derelict industrial sites • Rehabilitation of derelict industrial sites
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• Supporting measures to prevent natural and
technological risks
• Supporting measures to prevent natural and
technological risks
• Favouring cleaner methods of transport • Promotionofurbansustainablepublictransport
• Energy efficiency
• Development and use of renewable energy • Development and use of renewable energy
4. Reinforcing the institutional capacity of
national and regional administration in
managing the Structural Funds and the
Cohesion Fund
"Regional competitiveness
and employment" priority
Employment strand
ESF 1. Education, employment and social support
systems
1. Adaptability of workers
• Strengthening labour market institutions • Enhancement of life-long learning strategies,
notablybypublicauthoritiesandsocialpartners
• Developmentofeducationandtrainingsystems • In-company training for the adaptability of work-
ers
• Development of social and care services
2. Human capital and labour supply 2a. Labour supply and 2b. people at
disadvantage
• Initial and continuing training measures • Enhancement of active ageing strategies and
prevention of early exit from the labour market
• Active labour market measures to ensure
access to the labour market for all
• Measures to increase labour force participation
of women
• Social inclusion support measures • Measurestoincreasetheemploymentpotential,
equal access and inclusion of people with dis-
abilities, migrants, ethnic minorities
3. Adaptation of public administration to
change through administrative and capacity
building
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Instruments and objectives
2000-2006 2007–2013
Objectives Financial
instruments
Objectives Financial
Instruments
Cohesion Fund Cohesion Fund Convergence and
competitiveness
Cohesion Fund
Objective 1 ERDF
ESF
EAGGF-Guidance
FIFG
ERDF
ESF
Objective 2 ERDF
ESF
Regional competitiveness
and employment
• regional level
• national level: European
Employment Strategy
ERDF
ESF
Objective 3 ESF
INTERREG ERDF European territorial
cooperation
ERDF
URBAN ERDF
EQUAL ESF
LEADER + EAGGF-Guidance
Rural development
and restructuring of the
fisheries sector outside
Objective 1
EAGGF-Guarantee
FIFG
9 objectives 6 instruments 3 objectives 3 instruments
1 European Commission, Building our common future: policy challenges and budgetary means of the enlarged Union, 2007-2013
COM(2004)101
2 COM(2003)34 final of 30.1.2003, p.4.
3 Strictly defined at the NUTS 2 level.
4 Measured in purchasing power parities and calculated on the basis of the Community figures for the last three years available at the
moment the decision is taken.
5 Each of these Funds would have at its disposal resources to finance technical assistance.
6 Measured in purchasing power parities and calculated on the basis of the Community figures for the last three years available at the
moment the decision is taken.
7 Defined at NUTS 1 or NUTS 2 depending on the institutional system of each Member State
8 COM(2003)34 final of 30.1. 2003, p.27.
9 Only maritime borders proposed by Member States would be eligible.
10 Council Regulation (EC, Euratom), 1605/2002 of 25 June 2002.
11 Interest to be paid by the management authority or the final beneficiary.
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Introduction
Disparities in income and employment in the Euro-
pean Union havenarrowed overthepastdecade and,
mostespecially, since themid-1990s. This is thecase
in terms of disparities both between countries and be-
tween regions. At the same time, productivity in the
least prosperous parts of the Union has risen rela-
tively to that elsewhere, implying an improvement in
their competitiveness. Large differences in relative
levels of prosperity and economic performance, how-
ever, remain, reflecting continuing structural weak-
nesses despite the improvements made as a result of
Structural Fund support.
Disparities in both income and employment will widen
much further when the new Member States join the
EUinMay,2004,bothacrosscountriesandacrossre-
gions.Thesecountrieshave,innearlyallcases,expe-
rienced significantly higher growth than the EU15
since the mid-1990s after the turmoil of the initial tran-
sition years, but have a much lower level of GDP per
head and, in most cases, of employment than the
EU15 average.
Sustained growth well above the rate in the present
Unionwillbenecessaryforaprolongedperiodifthese
countries are to attain income levels close to the EU
average. To achieve this high growth with high levels
ofemployment,thenewMemberStateswillneedsub-
stantial help to tackle wide-ranging structural prob-
lemsandtorealisetheireconomicpotential.Justasin
theexistingpartsoftheUnionwhereeconomicperfor-
mance is lagging, overcoming the structural weak-
nessesinthenewMemberStateswouldnotonlyraise
livingstandards there,butitwouldalsostrengthenthe
competitiveness and increase the growth of the EU
economy as a whole.
Thesearethemainpointstoemergefromtheanalysis
presented below. This examines, first, the growth of
GDP and employment in the Cohesion countries over
recent years relative to that in the rest of the EU;
secondly, the extent of disparities between regions in
the EU15 and how this has changed over the past
decade or so, with particular focus on the Objective 1
regions receiving Structural Fund support; thirdly,
economic developments in the accession countries
overtherecentpastandthewaythateconomicperfor-
mance has varied across regions within these coun-
tries; fourthly, the growth rates they require to
convergetowards theincomelevelsinthepresentEU
within a reasonable period of time; and fifthly, the im-
plications of an ageing population. It then goes on to
consider two aspects of social cohesion, unemploy-
ment and low income levels across the EU.
Economic cohesion
Convergence of GDP per head
in the cohesion countries
In all four Cohesion countries
1, Greece, Spain, Ireland
and Portugal, growth was well above the EU average
between 1994 and 2001. Since, apart from Ireland, their
growth of population, was only slightly higher than the
average, this was translated into significant growth in
GDP per head relative to that in the rest of the EU.
In Ireland, where population rose by over 1% a year,
GDP per head increased in real terms by almost four
times the EU average rate (8% a year as against just
over 2%ayear).Asaresult, in2001, GDPper head in
Irelandintermsofpurchasing power standards (PPS)
was over 17% above the EU15 average, whereas it
had been 25% below average at the beginning of the
1990s. The Irish example demonstrates forcibly the
effectiveness of Structural Funds support if combined
with growth-oriented national policies.
In the other three Cohesion countries, growth in real
GDP per head has been more modest but still higher
than in the rest of the EU since the mid-1990s. From
the end of recession in 1994 to the recent slowdown,
growth of real GDP per head in Greece, Portugal and
Spain was consistently above the EU average,
whereas during the recession years, it was consis-
tently below average (Graph 1.1).
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in both Greece and Portugal, while in Spain it grew
moreslowlythantheEUaverage.From1994to2001,
growth of GDP per head in each of the three countries
wassimilar,over3%ayearinSpainandPortugal,and
just under in Greece, as compared with an EU aver-
age of just over 2% a year. Over these 7 years of eco-
nomicrecoveryintheUnion,therefore,GDPperhead
in these three countries together grew in real terms by
almost 1 percentage point a year above the EU aver-
age (see Methodological notes at the end of the
section ).
As a consequence, GDP per head in the three Cohe-
sion countries taken together increased to 79% of the
EU15 average in 2001 and to81% in 2002, in terms of
PPS to adjust for different price levels. In Spain, GDP
per head in these terms was less than 15% below the
EU average in 2002. In Greece and Portugal, how-
ever, the deficiency was still large despite the conver-
gence from the mid-1990s on. In both countries, GDP
perheadwasstillonly71%oftheEUaveragein2002.
Convergence of employment
Thenumberinemploymenthasalsorisenmarkedlyin
the Cohesion countries since the mid-1990s. Be-
tween 1996 and 2002, the proportion of people of
working age (15 to 64) in jobs in the EU15 — the em-
ployment rate — increased by just over 4 percentage
points. In the four Cohesion countries taken together,
the increase was twice this, the average employment
rate rising to 60% in 2002, just 4 percentage points
less than the EU15 average (64%), half the gap 6
years earlier (Table A1.1).
The rise in Ireland was particularly large (10 percent-
age points), reflecting its rapid economic growth, in-
creasing the employment rate to slightly above the
EU15 average. The rise in Spain, however, was even
larger (almost 11 percentage points), though the em-
ployment rate in 2002 (58½%) was still well below the
EU15 average.
The increase (6½ percentage points) was more
modest in Portugal, where employment was al-
ready relatively high, but still well above the EU
average,takingtheemploymentrateto68½%,only
slightly below the target of 70% set in Lisbon for the
EU in 2010.
The rise in employment, on the other hand, was much
smaller in Greece, only 2 percentage points over
these 6 years, despite economic growth well above
average. The employment rate in 2002 (57%) was,
therefore, even further below the EU15 average than
inthemid-1990s, withonlyItalyhavingalower rate.In
consequence, increasing employment in parts of the
Union where it is well below average remains a major
objective of EU policy.
Growing productivity
In Spain and, to a lesser extent, Portugal, increases in
employment have contributed significantly to GDP
growth, as they have in Ireland, where the number em-
ployed rose by around 5% a year between 1996 and
2002. In Ireland, employment growth was accompanied
by growth of labour productivity of just under 4% a year,
over three times the EU average rate. In Portugal, pro-
ductivity growth was also higher than the EU average,
while in Spain, where employment increased markedly,
it was only around half the average.
In Greece, on the other hand, labour productivity
growth was close to 3% a year between 1996 and
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Composite  Default screen2002, well over twice the EU average rate, and was
the predominant source of GDP growth. In Greece
and Portugal, which contain the least prosperous re-
gions in the Union, the productive base, therefore,
seems to have been strengthened since the mid-
1990s, increasing the potential for continued conver-
gence in income in future years.
Recent slowdown of the EU economy
EconomicgrowthintheEUhasslowedappreciablyover
thethreeyearssincethepublicationofthelastCohesion
Report.Thisslowdownhasinevitablyaffectedcohesion,
not least because it has led to a renewed rise in unem-
ployment in many parts (see below), but also because it
has created an unfavourable climate for the continued
reduction in regional disparities in both income and em-
ployment. Economic growth in the Union remained dis-
appointing in 2003 for the third year running (at under
1%). Growth of GDP may rise to 2% in 2004 and ap-
proach 2.5% in 2005
2.
The slowdown has affected nearly all Member States.
Even in Ireland, growth is estimated to have fallen to
1½% in 2003 and is forecast still to be below 4% in
2004. Portugal has been particularly affected, GDP
falling by almost 1% in 2003 after growing by under
½%in2002andbeingforecasttoincreasebyonly1%
in 2004. If this forecast is realised, then much of the
convergence towards the EU average in the second
half of the 1990s will have been reversed in the three
years 2001 to 2004.
The two other Cohesion countries have fared better. In
Spain, GDP seems to have grown by an average of just
over 2% a year in 2002 and 2003 and growth is forecast
to rise to almost 3% in 2004, while Greece appears to
have been affected least of all. Here growth was around
4% in both 2002 and 2003 and the same is forecast for
2004, much higher than in the rest of the EU. In these
two countries, therefore, support from the Structural
Funds may have helped to maintain economic growth.
The slowdown in growth affected employment only
with a relatively lengthy lag, in part perhaps because
ofaninitialexpectationamongemployersthatitwould
be more short-lived. In 2003, however, it depressed
therateofemploymentgrowthinIreland,whichisesti-
mated at under 1%, implying a fall in the employment
rate (given the relatively high growth of working-age
population). It also had a depressing effect in Spain,
though here the rise in the number employed was still
around1½%in2003,implyingafurtherincreaseinthe
employment rate (by around 1 percentage point). In
Greece, estimates suggest that there was a similar
rise in the employment rate. In Portugal, on the other
hand, the number employed is estimated to have
fallen by 1% in 2003 and is forecast to remain broadly
unchanged in 2004, implying a significant reduction in
the employment rate.
Elsewhere in the Union, Germany and Italy have con-
tinued to perform poorly. In Germany, there was virtu-
ally no growth at all in GDP in 2002 and 2003 and in
Italy, growth was less than ½% in both years. In
France, where growth of GDP was similar to the EU
average before 2001, only marginal growth is esti-
mated to have occurred in 2003. In the Netherlands,
where growth had previously been well above aver-
age, GDP increased only slightly in 2002 and is esti-
mated to have fallen in 2003.
Regional disparities in GDP per head
have also narrowed
Up until the recent slowdown in growth in 2001, the
gap in GDP per head between the least prosperous
regions in the Union — those which have been the
main focus of EU cohesion policy — and the others
has also narrowed over recent years. It is as yet not
possible to say, however, what has happened since
2001
3. It should be noted that the regional figures re-
ferred toin this section and the rest ofthe report relate
to the growth of GDP per head in real terms. They are
based for the first time on regional indicators derived
from a new database specially constructed to be con-
sistentovertimeforallEUNUTS2regions.Theydiffer
fromthedatatypicallyusedinpreviousempiricalstud-
ies and analyses which relate to GDP in PPS terms
over time, which is inappropriate to use for this
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Regions granted Objective 1 status because their
GDP per head was less than 75% of the EU average,
in PPS terms, experienced a higher rate of growth
than other parts of the Union between 1988, when the
StructuralFundswerereformed,and2001.Asimplied
by the above analysis, growth has been particularly
high in the regions in the Cohesion countries (which
account for over half of Objective 1 regions and over
half of the population living in these).
In Objective 1 regions taken together, GDP per head
increased by almost 3% a year in real terms between
1994 and 2001 (the last year for which regional data
are available and covering the previous programming
period and the first two years of the present one) as
compared with just over 2% a year in the rest of the
EU. This followed growth of under 2% a year over the
preceding 6 years, 1988 to 1994, though this was still
above growth elsewhere in the Union (just over 1% a
year)
4.Since1988whentheStructuralFundswerere-
formed and expanded, therefore, GDP per head in
Objective 1 regions taken together has converged
consistently towards the EU average.
But the rate of convergence
has varied between regions
The growth rates experienced by Objective 1 regions,
however, have varied substantially between them.
Convergence, therefore, has not occurred at the
same rate across the Union but has been much more
significant in the Cohesion countries than elsewhere,
perhaps because of a combination of relatively large
amounts of structural assistance and growth-oriented
policies at national level (Table A1.2).
In Objective 1 regions in the four Cohesion countries,
growth of GDP per head was well above the EU aver-
age over the period from the mid-1990s, as described
above. This was as true for Objective 1 regions in
Spain, where around 40% of the population live out-
side of Objective 1 regions, as in the other three
countrieswherealltheregionsareeligibleforsupport.
(In Spain, growth of GDP per head in Objective 1 re-
gions averaged 3% a year between 1994 and 2001,
only slightly less than in other Spanish regions.)
OutsidetheCohesioncountries,growthinObjective1
regions has been less impressive, seemingly de-
pressed,atleastinpart,byslowgrowthatthenational
level. In particular, in the German new Länder, where
GDPincreasedmarkedlyintheearly1990safterunifi-
cation, growth of GDP per head was much the same
as the EU average over the 7 years 1994 to 2001 (un-
der 2½% a year). This was, however, still well above
the rate in the rest of Germany (under 1½%a year). In
Italy growth in the Mezzogiorno (2% a year) was simi-
lar to that in the rest of the country and equally below
the EU average.
In Objective 1 regions elsewhere in the Union, which
account for only a very small proportion of national
population, growth of GDP per head was in line with
the EU average over this period (see Methodological
note).
Despite the overall convergence of GDP per head in
lagging regions towards the EU average, the gap re-
mains wide. In 29 regions, which are home to 13% of
EU15population,GDPperheadinPPStermsin2001
was under two-thirds of the average. These are
predominantly in Greece, Portugal, southern Spain
and southern Italy, though they include six east
German regions (Chemnitz, Dessau, Mecklenburg-
Vorpommern,Magdeburg,Brandenburg-Nordostand
Thüringen), Cornwall in the UK and three of the four
French DOMs (Map 1.1).
Employment rates and productivity
have also converged across regions
Convergence of GDP per head has been accompa-
niedbyanarrowing ofdisparities inemploymentrates
across regions. While employmenthas increased sig-
nificantly in the EU since the mid-1990s, the increase
has been larger in Objective 1 regions than else-
where. Between 1994 and 2001, the number
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year, slightly more than the EU average, and in 2002,
the employment rate was over 5 percentage points
higher than 6 years earlier as against a rise of 4 per-
centage points in the rest of the Union.
Growth in labour productivity was also higher in Ob-
jective 1 regions than in other parts, averaging over
1½% a year over the period 1994 to 2001 as opposed
toaround1%ayearintheEUasawhole.Indeed,pro-
ductivity growth contributed more to the rise in GDP
than the increase in employment.
The increase in employment, however, varied mark-
edly between Objective 1 regions. Whereas it was
slightlyabovetheEUaverageinPortugalandwellbe-
low it in Greece, as noted above, the number em-
ployed rose markedly in Objective 1 regions in Spain
(by around 3% a year) — more than in the rest of the
country—andbyevenmoreinIreland(by5%ayear).
The corollary of this in the Spanish regions was low
growth of labour productivity (½% a year).
By contrast, in Objective 1 regions in Germany — the
new Länder — the number employed fell over this pe-
riod (by almost ½% a year) but labour productivity
grew by more than in other parts of the country or, in-
deed, in the Union as a whole (by 2% a year). Simi-
larly, in the Italian Objective 1 regions — in the
Mezzogiorno — employment increased by relatively
little (by under ½% a year), while productivity growth
was also above average, if by less so (over 1½% a
year as against 1% in the rest of Italy).
Although competitiveness may have improved
slightly in these two areas, therefore, the lack of
jobs remains a major problem. This is particularly
the case in southern Italy, where only 43% of
working-age population were in jobs in 2002, well
belowtheproportioninotherObjective1regions—
or indeed anywhere else in the Union. The average
employment rate in Objective 1 regions as a whole
was still over 10 percentage points less than in
other parts of the EU (56% as opposed to 66½%)
(Map 1.2). Increasing the employment rate in
laggingregions,therefore,remainsacentralpartof
EU cohesion policy.
Problem regions not confined to those
with the lowest GDP per head
WeakeconomicperformanceintheEU,andthestruc-
tural problems that underlie this, is not confined to re-
gionswiththelowestlevelsofGDPperhead.Problem
regions, both at NUTS 2 and, even more numerously,
at NUTS 3 level, are spread across the Union. The
problems affecting these regions stem from a number
ofdifferentsources, includingthedeclineoftraditional
industries, geographical features which constrain de-
velopment, falling employment and population and a
declineinessentialservicesoralackofinnovativeca-
pacity and the necessary support structures. All of
these,eitherindividuallyorincombination,tendtodis-
courage investmentand deter new business develop-
ment. These problems are described in later sections
(see the sections on territorial cohesion and on com-
petitiveness factors). If not tackled, they are liable to
worsen over time leading to a progressive deteriora-
tion in economic performance.
For example, there are 11 NUTS 2 regions with com-
paratively low levels of GDP per head in which real
growth of GDP between 1994 and 2001 was around
half the EU average rate or less over the period. All of
these regions had a level of GDP per head in PPS
terms significantly below the EU average but above
the75%thresholdforeligibilityforObjective1status.
These 11 regions are spread across the north-east of
England, in several parts of Germany (Koblenz and
Münster, for example) as well as in Sweden. In each
case,theyhadlowgrowthofproductivity,thisincreas-
ing on average by only ½% a year over the period —
only slightly over a third of the EU average — as well
as low growth of employment (just over ½% a year as
against an EU average of almost 1½% a year).
Taken together, their GDP per head in PPS terms in
2001 was around 85% of the EU average, but nearly
all of them contain areas in which there has been little
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per head was below 75% of the EU average.
If economic growth in these regions continues to be
depressed, thenGDPperheadbeforetoolongwillfall
belowthe75%level,atwhichtimetheymightbecome
eligible for Objective 1 assistance. By then, however,
the structural problems which need to be overcome
are likely to have deteriorated further, requiring more
drastic action. This raises the question of how far co-
hesion policy should anticipate such a worsening and
interveneatanearlierstagetotrytoarrestdeclineand
to do so with a lower level of expenditure.
Growth of GDP in the accession countries
In the new Member States, growth of GDP averaged
just over 4% a year between 1994 and 2001 in all ex-
cept Hungary (just below) and the Czech Republic. In
thelatter,growthwasonlyjustover2%ayear,whilein
Bulgaria and Romania (the two accession countries
not due to join the EU in 2004), GDP increased barely
at all. Since, however, population changed in different
ways across the countries — increasing significantly
in Cyprus and Malta, declining by around 1% a year in
the three Baltic States as well as in Bulgaria and
changing relatively little elsewhere — growth in GDP
perheadvariedbyslightlymorethangrowthinGDP.
Overall, growth of GDP per head in
real terms in the new Member
States was around 1½% a year
above the EU15 average over this
period.
Since 2001, growth has slowed in
these countries taken together, in
part because of the fall-off in
growthintheEU,theirmajorexport
market. Overall, growth was just
under 2½% in both 2001 and 2002
and is estimated to be 3% in 2003.
The slowdown was particularly
marked in Poland, where growth
averaged only just over 1% in 2001
and 2002 and it was even lower in Malta because of a
fall-off in tourism from the EU.
But little growth in employment
as restructuring continues
Even before the recent slowdown, growth did little to
ease the employment problems which emerged in the
transition countries in the early 1990s. In all of the
countries with high growth rates, except Hungary and
Slovenia, labour productivity increased markedly and
employment either rose by only a little (Latvia) or fell
(in all the other cases), reflecting the ongoing restruc-
turing of their economies which in most cases is far
from complete.
Growth in the accession countries during the transi-
tion has, therefore, come predominantly from in-
creases in output per person employed rather than
from higher employment. In most countries, this has
remained the case over the most recent years, espe-
ciallyinthecountrieswiththelowestlevelsofGDPper
head. (`Accession countries´ is used throughout this
report to denote the 10 new Member States plus Bul-
garia and Romania.)
Between 1998 (when data became available for most
ofthecountries)and2002,theemploymentratefellby
over 7 percentage points in Poland, as well as in
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Composite  Default screenRomania, by almost 4 percentage points in Estonia
and by 2 percentage points in the Czech Republic,
Slovakia and Lithuania. On the other hand, the em-
ployment rate increased in Slovenia, though by less
than 1 percentage point, Latvia and Hungary (by over
3 percentage points in the last), though as noted be-
low the level remains well below the EU15 average
(Graph 1.2).
The slowdown has led to a further fall in employment,
especially in Poland, where the number in work de-
clined by over 2% in 2002 and is estimated to fall fur-
ther in 2003. In the latter year, growth of employment
of more than ½% is estimated only in two countries,
Lithuania and Slovakia.
Employment rates therefore remain
low in the accession countries
As a consequence of the depressed growth of em-
ployment,theproportionofworking-agepopulation
in jobs in the accession countries has declined
steadily since the transition began while, in the
EU15theproportionhasrisen.In2002,thispropor-
tion—theemploymentrate—averagedjust56%in
the 10 new Member States, much lower than the
EU15average(justover64%)thoughsimilartothat
in present Objective 1 regions. This similarity, how-
ever, disguises the fact that, as noted above, em-
ployment rates in Objective 1 regions were tending
to increase significantly up until the recent slow-
down, whereas in the new Member States, they
were tending to decline.
Inalloftheaccessioncountries,exceptCyprus,the
employment rate was below the targets for the EU
set at the Lisbon summit of 67%in 2005 and 70%in
2010.Whileitwas relativelyclosetothe67%target
intheCzechRepublic(65½%)andwasthesameas
theEUaverageinSlovenia,elsewherethegapwas
substantial. In Hungary and Slovakia, the rate was
around 56%, similar to that in Greece and slightly
higher than the average for Italy, and in Poland, it
wasjustunder52%,lowerthaninanyofthepresent
Member States.
Wide disparities in GDP per head
between regions in accession countries
Growth in the accession countries has been far from
regionally balanced. In all the transition countries, it
has been disproportionately concentrated in a few re-
gions, particularly in capital cities and surrounding ar-
eas. As a result, regional disparities in GDP per head
have widened significantly.
In both the Czech Republic and Slovakia, the 20% of
the population living in the most prosperous regions
have a GDP per head which is just over twice as high
as the20%livingintheleastprosperous regions. This
is similar to the gap in Italy or Germany. In Hungary,
the level of GDP per head in the regions with the most
prosperous 20% of population is some 2.4 times the
level in the least prosperous, more than in any of the
existing EU Member States.
Enlargement will increase the disparity
in GDP per head across the EU markedly
The 10 new Member States will add much more to EU
population (just under 20%) than to its GDP (around
5%intermsofEuros).BulgariaandRomaniatogether
wouldaddafurther8%toEUpopulationbutunder1%
to GDP. Even taking account of lower costs of living,
all the countries are much less prosperous than the
existing EU Member States, if to widely varying de-
grees. The impending enlargement to 25 Member
States, and subsequently to 27 or more, will, there-
fore, fundamentally change the scale of disparities
across the EU. Cohesion policy — and other EU poli-
cies — will need to adapt in response to this.
Although the new Member States have grown faster
than the EU15 since the mid-1990s, as noted above,
the gap in GDP per head remains pronounced. Only
Malta, Cyprus, the Czech Republic and Slovenia had
aGDPperheadinPPStermsabove60%oftheEU15
average in 2002. In Poland, Estonia and Lithuania, it
wasonlyaround40%oftheaverageandinLatvia,just
35% of average. In Bulgaria and Romania, it was only
around 26–27% of the average.
THIRD REPORT ON ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL COHESION
Part 1 — Cohesion, competitiveness, employment and growth
10
0
5
25
75
95
100
0
5
25
75
95
100
0
5
25
75
95
100
0
5
25
75
95
100
co_en_2003_re_final.ps
C:\co_en_2003\co_en_2003_re_final.vp
Tuesday, March 02, 2004 12:09:02 PM
Color profile: Generic CMYK printer profile
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major widening of the income gap between the most
and least prosperous Member Stares. Even though
averageGDPperheadinanenlargedEUwillbelower
than in the EU15, only Cyprus has a level above 80%
of the average in an EU of 25 Member States. In Lat-
via, the level is 38% of the EU25 average, less than
half the level in Greece or Portugal (77–78%), while in
Romania and Bulgaria, it is under 30% of the average
(Graph 1.3).
Inotherwords,whereas thegapbetweentheaverage
GDP per head in the EU15 and the level in the least
prosperous Member States is currently just under
30% (ie Greece and Portugal have levels almost 30%
below average), the gap will double when the new
Member States join in 2004 (ie Latvia has a GDP per
headwhichisover60%belowtheEU25average)and
is likely to widen even more once Bulgaria and Roma-
nia enter.
In an enlarged EU, countries can be divided into three
groups according to GDP per head in PPS terms. For
the first group consisting of 12 of the present 15 Mem-
ber States, GDP per head is well above the EU25
average (10% or more). In the second group of
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Composite  Default screen7 countries, comprising the remaining three present
MemberStates,Spain,PortugalandGreece,plusCy-
prus, the Czech Republic, Slovenia and Malta, GDP
per head is between 68% and 94% of the EU25 aver-
age. In the third group of 8 countries (including Bul-
garia and Romania), all of which are new or
prospective Members, it is under 60% of the average
(Graph 1.4).
Disparities between regions will widen
even further with enlargement
Enlargement will have an even greater effect on dis-
parities between regions than between countries.
Whereas around 73 million people, some 19% of the
EU15 population, live in regions where average GDP
per head in the years 1999 to 2001 was below 75% of
the EU average, according to the latest estimates, al-
most as many, some 69 million of the 74.5 million who
will become EUcitizens in2004 (92% ofthetotal),live
in regions with GDP per head below 75% of the EU25
average in the new Member States.
This does not mean, however, as discussed further
below, that these 69 million people will simply add to
those at present living in regions with GDP per head
below75%oftheEUaverage,sincethisaverageitself
willbereduced(fromanaveragecovering15Member
States to one covering 25) as a result of enlargement.
Thiswillhavetheeffectofreducingthenumberofpeo-
ple living in such regions in the present EU15 by
around 19 million. The net result of enlargement will,
therefore, be to increase the number living in regions
with GDP per head below 75% of the average to 123
million in the EU of 25. Once Bulgaria and Romania
join, this total will rise further to over 153 million or to
almost 32% of the EU27 population, ie to more than
double the number now living in such regions.
In an EU of 27 Member States, two-thirds of those in
regions with GDP per head of below 75% of the EU25
averagewouldliveinthenewMemberStates.Around
one in six people would livein regions where GDP per
head is below half the EU average. None of the 38 re-
gions concerned is in the present EU15.
The statistical effect
Enlargement will add very much more to EU popula-
tionthantoGDP,reducingaverageGDPperheadsig-
nificantly. Average GDP per head in the EU of 25
Member Stateswillbearound 12½%less thantheav-
erage in the EU of 15. For 17 regions, it will mean that
their income per head is no longer below the 75%
threshold given that this is now lower than it was be-
fore. It will also be above 75% in Malta where it is now
below 75% of the EU15 average.
Asnotedabove,estimatessuggestthatalmost19mil-
lion people live in such regions, most of which at pres-
ent have Objective 1 status under the Structural
Funds(withafurther400thousandinMalta).Ifthecri-
terion for determining Objective 1 status remains un-
changed, the regions concerned will lose their
eligibility for structural assistance, even though their
GDP per head will be precisely the same after en-
largement as before, as will the structural problems
which underlie its relatively low level and which
prompted the structural assistance initially. On the
present estimates, four of these regions, for example,
are in the eastern part of Germany, four are in the UK,
fourare inSpain,oneisinGreece andoneinPortugal
(Table A1.3)
Employment disparities between
regions will be equally wide
Employment rates in most regions in the accession
countries are lower than the present EU15 average,
though in none are they as low as in the south of Italy.
Only in four regions — Cyprus and Støední Èechy,
JihozápadandPrahaintheCzechRepublic—didthe
rateexceedthe67%Lisbontargetfor2005andonlyin
Praha was it over 70%, the Lisbon target for 2010. By
contrast, there were 53 (NUTS 2) regions in the cur-
rent Member States in which the rate was above this,
most of these being in the Nordic countries, the UK
and the Netherlands.
In an enlarged EU of 25 Member States, there will,
therefore,be14regions inwhich theemploymentrate
THIRD REPORT ON ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL COHESION
Part 1 — Cohesion, competitiveness, employment and growth
12
0
5
25
75
95
100
0
5
25
75
95
100
0
5
25
75
95
100
0
5
25
75
95
100
co_en_2003_re_final.ps
C:\co_en_2003\co_en_2003_re_final.vp
Tuesday, March 02, 2004 12:09:03 PM
Color profile: Generic CMYK printer profile
Composite  Default screenisunder50%,6insouthernItaly,oneinSpain(Ceutay
Melilla) and one in France (Corse) in the present
EU15 and five in Poland and one in Hungary (Észak-
Alföld) in the new Member States. (In Bulgaria, there
areanotherthreeregionswithratesbelowthislevel.)
These low employmentregions for themost part have
relativelylowlevelsofGDPperhead,toalargeextent
becauseofthefailuretoemploylargenumbersofpeo-
ple in productive activities. However, the association
betweenemploymentratesandrelativelevelsofGDP
per head is far from being uniform. In some of the ac-
cession countries, Poland, in particular, though also
Romania,theemploymentrateismorecloselyassoci-
ated with the size of the agricultural sector, which in
some sense provides jobs of last resort, than with
GDP per head. This reflects the continued persis-
tence of subsistence farming and contrasts with the
position in the present EU, where employment rates
tend to be low in agricultural regions.
Itsuggeststhat,intheseregionsespecially,economic
development is likely to be accompanied by substan-
tial restructuring and shifts of employment between
sectors, though the need for restructuring is by no
means confined to these regions.
Sectoral composition suggests
significant restructuring is likely
in the accession countries…
Aninsightintopossiblefuturechangesinthestructureof
employmentas economic developmenttakes placecan
be obtained by comparing the way that employment is
divided between sectors of activity in the accession
countries and in the present EU15, and within the latter,
in existing Objective 1 regions and others (Map A1.1).
Such a comparison is most instructive if an explicit ad-
justment is made for differences in the overall employ-
ment rate between different areas — in other words, by
examining the proportion of people of working-age pop-
ulation employed in different sectors — rather than by
simply comparing the shares of various sectors in total
employment.Thisthengivesaguidetothepossibleway
in which those finding jobs will be divided between
sectors as the numbers employed in the less developed
countries and regions increase.
The overall employment rate in the accession coun-
tries,despitefallingoverrecentyears,wasstillslightly
higher than in existing Objective 1 regions in 2002.
This is largely due to much larger numbers employed
in agriculture and manufacturing, especially in textiles
andclothingandotherbasicindustries,whichisoffset
in large part by lower employment in services as well
as in construction (Table A1.4).
The relatively low employment in services in the ac-
cession countries is much more apparent in compari-
son with non-Objective 1 regions in the EU, which
have much larger numbers employed in this sector
than Objective 1 regions. The shortfall is large in all
service activities. It is particularly pronounced in ad-
vanced and communal services (business and finan-
cial services and education, health and social
services) where the difference between Objective 1
and other regions is most evident.
While, therefore, the structure of employment in the
accession countries has tended to move towards that
in the EU during the transition years, the rate of
change has been slow. The substantial job losses in
agriculture and basic industries have not as yet in
mostregionsbeenoffsetbysufficientgrowthofjobsin
services. And further substantial job losses in agricul-
ture in particular can be expected in future years.
… particularly towards the service sector
in which job growth in the EU
has been concentrated
On the experience of existing Member States, future
jobgrowthinservicesintheaccession countries—as
well as in present Objective 1 regions — is likely to be
concentrated in advanced and communal services,
though significant expansion can also be expected in
basic services (the distributive trades, hotels and res-
taurants, transport, communications and personal
andcommunityservices) inwhich thelevelofemploy-
ment is still well below that in the EU15.
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Composite  Default screenOverthe6-yearperiod,1996to2002when theoverall
employment rate in the EU15 increased by just over 4
percentage points, virtually all the growth in jobs was
in services, with advanced services accounting for
some 40% of the net increase in employment and
communal services for another 26% (Graph 1.5). Be-
tween them, therefore, these two sectors were re-
sponsible for twice the number of net additional jobs
created as in basic services which was slightly larger
in terms of the total number employed.
By contrast, jobs in agriculture, basic manufacturing
industries and public utilities declined in relation to
working-age population, while there were small in-
creases in employment in the chemical and engineer-
ing industries and a larger rise in construction, which
tends to be affected more than other sectors by the
economic cycle. The continued trend towards ad-
vanced service activities as well as communal ser-
vices underlines the need to raise educational
attainment levels given their demand for highly quali-
fiedworkers, whichislikelytocontinuetoriseinfuture
years
5.
The challenge facing accession countries, which is
mirrored in Objective 1 regions, is to strengthen com-
petitivenessoverthelong-terminordertosustainhigh
rates of economic growth while at the same time in-
creasing employment rates. Strengthening
competitiveness means achieving continuing gains in
productivity which remains substantially below the
level in the EU15 and even further below the level in
the more prosperous regions.
Although it is important to stress that there is no con-
flictinthelong-termbetweenthisobjectiveandraising
employment — indeed, the creation of long-tem, sta-
ble jobs is dependent on increasing competitiveness
— this is not necessarily the case in the short-term.
Shifts of employment out of low productivity sectors,
particularly agriculture, into higher productivity ones
are essential if competitiveness is to be increased. At
the same time, there is an ongoing need to increase
productivity within sectors of activity and to continue
the process of rationalisation and reduction in over-
manning which has occurred over the transition pe-
riod (Map A1.2).
The challenge of convergence
in the accession countries
The structural problems in the acceding countries
whichunderlietheirlowGDPperheadandlowlevelof
employment are both substantial and wide-ranging.
Thechallengeforcohesionpolicyistohelpthembring
their infrastructure up to date, modernise their educa-
tion and training systems and create a business envi-
ronment favourable to investment so that they can
sustain the high rates of growth re-
quired for them to converge to-
wards employment and income
levels in the EU at an acceptable
pace. For this to occur implies
growth rates for most of the coun-
tries of at least 5–6% a year for a
prolonged period (see Box on
catch-up scenarios).
This is not impossible, as the expe-
rience of Ireland demonstrates
forcibly, but it will require effective
support from the EU to ensure that
structural problems in these coun-
tries are overcome and that their
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creased substantially, as well as an efficient mix of in-
ternal policies.
The contribution of cohesion
policy to EU growth
Achievinghighratesofgrowthbyimprovingproductiv-
ityperformance and raising employment in the acces-
sion countries is not only important for raising living
standards there and for generating the resources re-
quired to finance improvements in infrastructure,
communal services and so on, it is also important for
existingMemberStates.Giventheincreasinginterde-
pendencies which exist in trade and investment, the
economic development of the new Member States
canpotentiallyprovidethedynamictoinitiateandsus-
tain higher rates of growth throughout the EU.
Structural deficiencies in endowment of infrastructure
and human capital mean that these countries, as well
asmanylaggingandproblemregionsintheEU15,are
not able to contribute as much as they might to the
competitiveness of the EU as a whole.
The result is lower levels of income and employment
in the EU than can potentially be achieved and lower
growth potential to the detriment of all, not just those
directly affected. Reducing existing disparities would,
therefore, strengthen the competitiveness of the EU
economy and its capacity for sustained development.
It would also reduce the risk of bottlenecks and infla-
tionary pressure occurring in the stronger regions as
growthtakesplace,sobringingittoaprematureend.
Inthecase oftheaccession countries, itwouldenable
them to increase their rate of economic growth and,
accordingly, to expand their imports from existing EU
Member States. At present, imports amount to over
half of GDP in these countries — much more than in
theCohesion countries (inGreece andSpain,imports
are only around 30% of GDP and in Portugal, 38%) —
and have tended to rise by much more than GDP
whengrowthoccurs.Thisislikelytocontinuetobethe
case for some time to come, as countries buy in the
manufactures, particularly machinery and equipment,
notproduced domesticallywhich arerequired fortheir
continued development.
Any increase in GDP, therefore, goes disproportion-
ately on purchasing goods from abroad, most espe-
ciallyfromexistingEUMember States,which account
for some 60% of total imports, and in particular from
Germany (which accounts for around 25% alone) and
Italy (almost 10%).
ThegainstoGermanyandItaly,inparticular,ofstimu-
latinggrowthinthenewMemberStatesare,therefore,
substantial, though all existing EU countries stand to
benefit from this and from the higher growth of the EU
market which it will give rise to, in much the same way
that they benefit from growth of the Cohesion coun-
tries and Objective 1 regions (see Part 4, section on
the Structural Funds as a means for economic
integration).
Population in decline across Europe
Population in the EU15 has grown only slowly for
many years. Since the mid-1990s, growth has aver-
aged only 0.3% a year, most of this being a result of
net inward migration. In several Member States —
Germany, Italy and Sweden, in particular — popula-
tion would have fallen without this. Natural population
growth is projected to fall further in the future and with
similar rates ofmigrationas inthepast,populationwill
begin to decline in most Member States over the next
20 years.
Falling population was already a feature of many re-
gions in the second half of the 1990s (in 55 of the 211
NUTS 2 regions in the EU15). In the accession coun-
tries,populationfellinmostregionsoverthisperiod(in
35 of the 55 NUTS 2 regions), due to a natural fall as
much as outward migration.
And is set to fall further in future years
According to the latest demographic projections
6,
population will continue to grow slowly in all EU15
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Composite  Default screenMember States over the remainder of the decade, ex-
cept in Italy and Austria, where it will decline. Before
2015, population is projected to begin falling as well in
Greece, Spain, Portugal — the three southern Cohe-
sioncountries—andGermany,andoverthefollowing
10–15 years, it will also begin falling in Belgium, Fin-
land and Sweden.
Intheaccessioncountries,populationhasalreadybe-
gun to decline in all except Cyprus, Malta and
Slovakia,andinthelastoftheseitisprojectedtobegin
falling before 2020 (Graph 1.8).
Working-age population also set to decline
More relevantly for employment, population of working
age (15 to 64) is likely to begin falling earlier than the to-
tal.Itisprojectedtodeclineovertheremainderofthede-
cade in the south of Europe, in particular, in Greece,
Portugal and Italy but also in Germany. After 2010, de-
cline will set in within a few years in all countries apart
from Ireland and Luxembourg. In the EU15 as a whole,
the number is projected to be some 4% lower in 2025
than in 2000 but in the three southern Cohesion coun-
tries, 6% lower and in Italy, over 14% lower.
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How long will it take the accession countries to catch up?
The scale of the cohesion challenge posed by enlarge-
ment can be illustrated by ‘catch-up scenarios’, indicat-
inghowlongitwilltakeGDPperheadinthenewMember
States together with Bulgaria and Romania to reach the
EU average on simple assumptions about their growth
rates relative to the average rate in the present EU15.
Two scenarios are considered here, the first in which
growth is maintained in these countries at 1½% a year
abovetheEU15average,whichistheaverageachieved
over7years1995to2002,thesecondinwhichgrowthis
sustained at 2½% above the EU15 average. Both start
from the latest forecast of GDP per head in the different
countries in 2004
If growthin all the countries can be sustained into the fu-
ture at 1½% above that in the rest of the EU (i.e. 4% a
yearif growthis 2½% a yearin the EU15), averageGDP
per head in the 12 countries wouldremain below60% of
the enlarged EU27 average until 2017 (Graphs 1.6 and
1.7). In this year, it would exceed 75% of the average
only in Slovenia, Cyprus, the Czech Republic and Hun-
gary. If growth were to continue at this rate, Slovakia
would reach 75% of the average by 2019, but it would
takethenextcountry,Estonia,afurther10yearstoattain
thislevel.In2035—morethan30yearsfromnow—Po-
land would be approaching this threshold but it would
take Latvia until 2041 to reach it. At this rate of growth,
BulgariaandRomaniawouldstillhavealevelofGDPper
head below 75% of the average in 2050.
If growth were to be sustained at a significantly higher
rate than this, at 2½% above the EU15 average (imply-
ing growthof just over 5% a year if growthin the EU15 is
2½%), then convergence would, of course, happen
withinashorterperiodoftime.Nevertheless,thenumber
of years involved remains considerable for many of the
countries. For Poland, for example, even at this rate, it
would still take 20 years or more for GDP per head to
reach 75% of the EU average and many more years to
converge to the EU average or close to it. For Bulgaria
and Romania, it would take much longer than this. Nev-
ertheless, at this rate of growth,the numberof regionsin
the accession countries whichrequire structural support
because their GDP per head is below75% of the EU av-
erageisreducedmarkedlyquickerthanifgrowthwereto
be slower.These scenarios should not be taken to imply
that growth of 4% or 5% a year in these countries is the
most that can be expected. First, the experience of Ire-
land over the past decade shows what can be achieved
in terms of rapid growth. Secondly, growth potential in
the new Member States will be greatly enhanced by im-
provements in the capital stock as a result of EU cohe-
sion policy.
Even if rates of growth well above the average in the
EU15canbesustainedinthelong-term,thesescenarios
demonstrate that for most of the countries, catching-up
to the EU average is likely to be a long-term process.
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projected to decline over the remainder of the decade
in all except Cyprus, Malta, Poland and Slovakia. In
thefollowingfewyears,itwillbeginfallingeverywhere
apart from Cyprus. In 2025, on the latest projections,
the number of people aged 15 to 64 in the accession
countries will be over 10% less than in 2000. In Bul-
gariaandLatvia,itwillbeover20%less,inEstonia,al-
most 30% less (Map A1.3).
More people of working age over 50
This widespread decline in working-age population
will be accompanied by a marked shift in age
composition. Those aged 50 to 64,
many of whom are no longer work-
ing in many present and prospec-
tive Member States, will account
foragrowingshareandyoungpeo-
ple coming into the labour market
for a declining one.
By 2025, those aged 50 to 64 will
account for 35% of population of
workingageintheEU15asagainst
26% in 2000. In Italy, the share will
rise to 40% and in Germany, Aus-
tria,GreeceandSpain,to36–37%.
In the accession countries, the in-
crease is projected to be smaller
but still significant, the average
share rising from around 26% to
some31%,butto34%intheCzech
Republic and 36% in Slovenia.
The fall in the number of people of
working-age across Europe will be
accompanied by a large and con-
tinuing increase in the number
aged65andover—thetypicaloffi-
cial age of retirement. Up to 2025,
population of this age is projected
to grow by around 1½% a year in
both the EU15 and the accession
countries. As a result, the number
aged 65 and over will be 40%
higherin2025thanin2000inbothregions.InanEUof
27,onlyinthethreeBalticStates,BulgariaandRoma-
nia will growth be below 1% a year. In Ireland, the
NetherlandsandFinlandaswellasCyprus,Maltaand
Slovenia, population of 65 and over is projected to
grow by 2% a year or more (Map A1.4).
Given these trends, increasing the number of peo-
pleofthisagewhoremaininworkisofmajorimpor-
tance from both an economic and social
perspectiveandakeypartoftheEuropeanEmploy-
ment Strategy. To be successful, this will require
changes in policies and attitudes not only towards
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Composite  Default screenearly retirement but also towards the training of
older people.
Rising old-age dependency rates
The implication of these divergent demographic
trends is a large rise in old-age dependency rates,
the number of people of 65 and over relative to
those of working age. In the EU15, the population
aged 65 and over amounts to almost 25% of that of
working age — ie there are four people aged 15 to
64 for every one of retirement age. By 2025, the fig-
ure will rise to 36%, or less than three people of
working-age for each one in retirement. In the ac-
cession countries, the rate is projected to increase
from under 20% to over 30% during this period.
Especially large increases are projected in Italy,
Finland, Sweden and Germany, where the depend-
encyrateissettorisetoaround40%by2025.Inthe
accession countries,the increase is expected to be
particularly large in the Czech Republic, Malta and
Slovenia, where rates of 36–38% in 2025 are pro-
jected as against under 20% in 2000.
By 2025, dependency rates are projected to exceed
40% in 42 regions; 12 of these in France, accounting
for 42% of total population in the country. The lowest
rates — below 25% — are forecast in several outer-
most regions, Açores, Madeira, Ceuta y Melilla, with
small populations, though also in Ilede France (Paris)
and London (Map 1.3).
And actual dependency rates?
Dependency rates calculated as above are infor-
mative but hypothetical, in the sense that they do
not reveal how many people of working-age will be
inemploymenttosupportthoseaged65andoverin
practice and not just in principle. As noted above,
only 64% of those of working-age were actually in
employment in the EU15 in 2002 and in the acces-
sion countries, only 56%. These figures, moreover,
vary markedly between countries and regions.
For example, Italy and Sweden have similar de-
pendency rates as measured above, but much
lower employment in Italy means that its actual de-
pendency rate is 30% higher than in Sweden. Al-
ready, therefore, there are only two people in
employment in Italy to support every person of 65
and over, whereas in most other Member States,
there are at least three. In Greece and Spain, how-
ever, as well as in Belgium, the number is less than
2½ (ie the actual dependency rate is over 40%).
Even if the employment rate were to remain un-
changed in the coming years, the actual depend-
ency rate projected for 2025 in Denmark, the
Netherlands, Portugal and the UK, as well as in
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rate in Italy now.
In all the accession countries, except for Bulgaria, the
actual dependency rate is below the EU average, de-
spite the relatively small proportion of working-age
population in jobs. If there is no substantial rise in em-
ployment in the coming years, however, the rate in
many of the countries could rise above that in most
existing EU Member States.
This emphasises the central importance of achieving
a high level of employment in future years, supported
by economic growth, if prospective demographic
trends are not to lead to increasing social tension.
Higher employment coupled with a smaller number
of people drawing pensions might occur as retire-
ment patterns change and the health of the elderly
continues to improve. In other words, it could well
be the case that more people will choose to con-
tinue working beyond the present retirement age in
future years. In this regard, it will become increas-
ingly important to exploit the productive potential of
older people.
There is a significant regional dimension to this in-
sofar as demographic structure and trends vary
markedly between regions as a result of differing
patterns of mortality, fertility and migration. There
is, therefore, a clear role for regional policy in, for
example, mobilising older workers and exploiting
their entrepreneurial and other skills, as well as in
ensuring their access to training.
Social cohesion
Maintaining social cohesion is important not only in it-
self but for underpinning economic development
which is liable to be threatened by discontent and po-
litical unrest if disparities within society are too wide.
Access to employment is of key significance since it
determines in most cases whether people are able
both to enjoy a decent standard of living and contrib-
ute fully to the society in which they live. For those of
working-age, having a job or being able to find one
within a reasonable period of time is, therefore, invari-
ably a precondition for social inclusion.
As indicated above, the proportion of those of
working-age in employment has increased in most
parts of the EU over recent years, contributing both to
economic growth and to improving social cohesion. In
the accession countries, by contrast, the proportion in
jobs has tended to decline with the opposite effect. As
described below, unemployment has, therefore, be-
come a major problem in many of these countries. It
alsoremainsaprobleminmanypartsoftheEU15,de-
spite the reduction which occurred from the mid-
1990s up until the recent slowdown in growth.
As also described below, significant numbers of peo-
ple in both the present Member States and the new
ones have levels of income which put them at risk of
poverty in spite of the extensive social protection sys-
tem which exists in all the countries concerned.
Falling unemployment in most parts
of the EU but disparities remain wide
The widespread fall in unemployment which accom-
panied job growth in the EU from 1994 up until the
present slowdown was especially pronounced in
Spain and Ireland, two Cohesion countries in which
unemployment rates had been particularly high for
many years. In Spain, the rate fell from 18% of the la-
bour force in 1996 to 11½% in September 2003, the
latest date for which figures are available, while in Ire-
land,thefallwas ofasimilar size andreduced therate
to under 5%. Nevertheless, although unemployment
is now well below the EU15 average in Ireland, in
Spain, it remains well above the average (8%) and
continues to be higher in Objective 1 regions in the
country than elsewhere (in Extremadura and
Andalucía, it was just over 19% in 2002).
In Portugal and Greece, moreover, there has been lit-
tle change in unemployment. In Portugal, the rate fell
from 7½% in 1996 to 5% in 2002 but it has since risen
back to 7% as employment has fallen. This is still
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ratehasremainedabovetheaverageat10%,whichis
muchthesameasin1996,thoughithasfallensteadily
since 1999 when it reached a peak of 12% (Table
A1.5).
In Objective 1 regions elsewhere, unemployment
was over 20% in 2002 in most of the new German
Länder, reflecting a fall in employment since the
mid-1990s, while in Italy, where job growth has
been depressed, it was close to 20% in the
Mezzogiorno, nearly three times higher than in the
rest of the country (and almost 25% in Calabria)
(Map 1.4). In southern Italy, moreover, the problem
of joblessness is only partly revealed by the unem-
ploymentfiguressinceasubstantialnumberofpeo-
ple of working age, women especially, do not even
join the labour market.
Inregionswhereunemploymentishigh,itremainsthe
casethatyoungpeopleandwomenareparticularlyaf-
fectedandthosebecomingunemployedtendtobeout
of work for a long time (i.e. there is a positive relation-
ship between the overall unemployment rate and the
long-term rate — the relative number out of work for
one year or more — Map 1.5).
Unemployment a major problem
in the accession countries
The low employment rates in the
accession countries which were
noted above are reflected in high
rates of unemployment. At the lat-
est count, in September 2003, un-
employment stood at 20% of the
work force in Poland, 16% in
Slovakia and 14% in Bulgaria,
while in both Latvia and Lithuania,
theratewas alsowellover10%.By
contrast,theratewasonlyjustover
4% in Cyprus, as well as in Roma-
nia, lower than in any existing
Member State except Luxembourg
and the Netherlands.
At the regional level, unemployment was over 25% in
fourPolishregionsin2002,aswellasinoneBulgarian
region, and over 20%in another four,as well as in two
Slovakian regions.
The risk of poverty varies between
countries and household types
Althoughtherearenomeasuresofthenumberofpeo-
ple across the enlarged EU who live in poverty in an
absolute sense, an indication can be gained of those
whose income is low enough to put them at risk of be-
ing socially disadvantaged in a relative sense.
According to the latest data (for 2000), the proportion
of the population at risk of poverty, defined in terms of
those living in households with income below 60% of
the national average after social transfers,
7 ranges
from 21% in Ireland, and only slightly less in Greece
andPortugal,to10–11%intheNetherlands,Sweden,
Germany, Denmark and Finland (Graph 1.9 and Ta-
ble A1.6).
Povertyiscloselylinkedtounemployment.Beingin
employment is by far the most effective way of
avoiding the risk of poverty and social exclusion.
Only 7% of the employed population in the EU had
income below the poverty line in 2000, as against
38% of the unemployed and 25% of the inactive.
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Composite  Default screenHowever, even if those in employment are less ex-
posed to the risk of poverty, they represent around
a quarter of the people aged 16 and over in the EU
in this position.
The risk of poverty is higher for particular household
types in most countries, in particular for older people
living alone and lone parents
8. In the EU Member
States taken together, some 35%, on average, of
those living alone with dependent children — the vast
majority of whom are women — and almost 30% of
people of 65 and over living alone have income below
the poverty line.
Wide variations exist across the Union as regards the
nature, as well as the scale, of the problem of low in-
come. In the southern countries, apart from Greece,
theproblemisrelatedtohavingchildren, which isalso
the case in the Netherlands as well as in the UK for
lone parents in particular. In the Nordic countries, it is
mainly associated with living alone, while in Ireland
andPortugal,itisaparticularproblemamongthoseof
65 and over (Table A1.7).
The risk of poverty and social exclusion is also impor-
tant in the new Member States. This risk threatens to
increase if unemployment remains high.
The risk of poverty affects ethnic minorities in particu-
lar who tend to be disadvantaged on the labour mar-
ket. In some cases, these face cumulative handicaps
intermsofaccess toeducation,socialservices,hous-
ing and health care. Most accession countries have
significant ethnic minorities. The size of the Roma
community in the EU, for instance, will double with the
accession of the 10 new Member States in 2004 and
will double again with the accession of Bulgaria and
Romania.
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Methodological notes — Measuring changes in GDP per head over time
In previous Cohesion Reports, the extent of conver-
gence of GDP per head has been assessed by taking
successiveestimatesofthisindifferentcountriesandre-
gionsmeasuredintermsofpurchasingpowerstandards
(PPS) in order to adjust for differences in the goods and
services which a given unit of GDP is capable of pur-
chasing.The adjustmentfor PPS is madeannuallyin re-
lation to the pattern of consumption and investment
prevailing at the time. The fact that these patterns may
change over time is a reason for being cautious about
comparinglevelsofGDPperheadbetweentwodifferent
years. The problem is compounded by the fact that
changes have been made over time in the method used
for estimating relative price levels, partly because of on-
goingeffortstoimprovetheestimatesproduced.Asare-
sult of these changes, GDP in terms of PPS cannot
legitimately be compared between years.
According to the EU Statistical Office (Eurostat), there-
fore, ‘the years before 2000 …include a multitude of mi-
nor or major breaks in the time series, which negatively
affectthecomparabilityovertimeorevenbetweencoun-
trieswithinonegivenyear’(StatisticsinFocus,Theme2,
56/2002). In consequence, while it is legitimate to com-
pareestimatesofGDPperheadinPPStermsinarecent
yearacrosscountries,itisproblematictocomparethese
levels over time. The approach used here for assessing
both national and regional convergence is to measure
changes in GDP per head over time in real terms (ie at
constant prices), which explicitly adjusts for price
changes between years.
Measuring the regional economy
As described in the Second Cohesion Report, GDP per
head, expressed in terms of purchasing power stan-
dards(PPS)toadjustfordifferencesinpricelevels,isthe
primary indicator for assessing the development of
economies, whether national or regional. It is used not
just in the EU to measure disparities between regions
and to identify those which warrant assistance from the
Structural Funds, but by other international institutions
(UN, World Bank, IMF, OECD and so on), national gov-
ernments,centralbanksandresearchinstitutesfor simi-
lar assessments of economic development.
As madeclearinthe SecondCohesionReport,it is not a
perfect measure and has a number of weaknesses.
These include, in particular, the problem of commuting
(the fact that commuters may contribute to GDP pro-
duced in an economy or region in addition to the people
living there but are not included in the ‘heads’ to which
GDPisrelated)andtheexclusionoftransferswhichmay
addto,orsubtractfrom,income.Theyalsoincludeprob-
lems of adjusting for price level differences, which are
not captured by exchange rates, and for environmental
degradation as well as the depletion of exhaustible re-
sources which are left out of account entirely. Neverthe-
less, given the data which at present exist and the
conceptual difficulties whichremain to be resolved, it re-
mains,bycommonconsent,thebestmeasureavailable.
These weaknesses, however, continue, quite rightly, to
prompt economists and statisticians to seek other indi-
cators as well as ways of improving the existing mea-
sure. Two developments since the Second Cohesion
Reportareconsideredhere:first,theconstructionofpre-
liminary estimates of disposable income across EU re-
gions by statisticians at Eurostat and, secondly, the
efforts made to improve the PPS adjustment.
Regional disposable income
Estimates of disposable income for NUTS 2 regions
have recently been published by Eurostat, the results of
a preliminary exercise undertaken with the aim of com-
paring regions in terms of whether they are ‘rich’ or
‘poor’
9. The aim, therefore, is to measure the income
available in different regions for those living there to dis-
poseof.ThisissomewhatdifferentfrommeasuringGDP
or the output produced,whichis perhapsa better indica-
tor of regional economic performance. As explained in
the Second Cohesion report, therefore, ‘a region which
(has) a low level of production might well have a (rela-
tively high) level of final income because of large social
security transfers, but it wouldstill be a less favoured re-
gion’. This is the reason why GDP is used by the EU to
determine a region’s need for structural assistance
rather than some measure of income.
A further motivation for attempting to estimate dispos-
able income was to overcome the commuting problem
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which is a difficulty inherent in the regional statistics of
GDP per head, though it is more of problem of the popu-
lationdatausedtomeasureheadsratherthanofGDPas
such. Since the focus of the exercise was on income
rather than output, transfers to and from regions were
also included in the measure.
In practical terms, as the Eurostat exercisemakes clear,
trying to measure disposable income gives rise to seri-
ous estimation problems given the data at present avail-
able. In particular, data for primary household income,
whichisabasiccomponentoftheindicator,donotasyet
exist at NUTS 2 regional level for a number of countries.
Data problems are particularlyacute for the government
sector and the company sector which with households
make up the regional economy. In both cases, a lack of
information on the way income varies between regions
means that assumptions have to be made about this in
order to generate overall estimates of disposable in-
come. The assumptions adopted, that disposable in-
comeinbothsectorsisthesameinrelationtopopulation
in all regions, are the simplest ones to make but are un-
likely to accord with reality. (For the government sector,
the data presented on public expenditure in different re-
gionsinPart2ofthisreportbelowindicatethesignificant
regional variations which occur in practice.)
The results of the exercise, therefore, as acknowledged
by Eurostat, need to be interpreted with caution, though
they might be indicative of the differences in disposable
income which exist between regions across the EU.
While not a replacement for regional GDP per head, the
estimates, could provide a useful complement to this,
oncetheyaremoresoundlybased,especiallyastheyal-
low for the distorting effects of commuting.
The PPS adjustment
Asnotedabove,thePPSadjustmenthasbeensubjectto
change which means that the GDP per head figures
expressed in these terms cannot be compared over
time. While this is an inherent problem where expendi-
ture patterns change between years, there is a further
difficulty with the PPS adjustment applied to regional
comparisons of GDP per head. This is that, at present,
the adjustment is limited to correcting for differences in
price levels between countries, whereas differences
across regions within countries may be equally, if not
more, important. Certain prices, therefore, especiallyfor
housing, vary markedly between regions in the same
country, reflecting relative levels of prosperity, differ-
ences in market characteristics and so on. As such, tak-
ing account of regional price variations might well serve
to reduce disparities in GDP in PPS terms between re-
gions, though the extent to which this is the case must
awaittheestimationofregionalPPSfigures.Despitethe
potential importance of this exercise, little progress has
beenmadeindevelopingsuchestimatessincethepubli-
cation of the Second Cohesion Report.
Changes in NUTS 2 regional classifications
In May, 2003 the European Parliament and the Council
adopted a Regulation (EC) N° 1059/2003 on the estab-
lishmentof a common classificationof territorial units for
statistics (NUTS) introducing changes in the classifica-
tion of regionsin Finland,Portugal,Germany,Spainand
Italy, and specifying that ‘the Member States concerned
shall transmit to the Commission the time series for the
new regional breakdown’. Data on GDP for 2001 in the
regionsconcernedwerepublishedbyEurostatatthebe-
ginning of 2004, but other statistical indicators at re-
gional level are still missing.
In the present report, data on the basis of new regional
breakdown are included for GDP and population but
data for the other regional indicators for which data are
notyetavailable,suchasforemployment,areontheba-
sis of the old breakdown.
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AcentralaimoftheEU,assetoutintheTreaty(Article
2) is ‘to promote economic and social progress and a
highlevelofemploymentandtoachievebalancedand
sustainable development, in particular through the
creation of an area without internal frontiers, through
the strengthening of economic and social cohesion
and through the establishment of economic and mon-
etary union...’. This implies that people should not be
disadvantaged by wherever they happen to live or
work in the Union. Territorial cohesion has therefore
been included in the draft Constitution (Article 3), to
complement the Union objectives on economic and
social cohesion. Its importance is also acknowledged
in Article 16 (Principles) in the Treaty which recog-
nises that citizens should have access to essential
services, basic infrastructure and knowledge by high-
lighting the significance of services of general eco-
nomic interest for promoting social and territorial
cohesion.
The concept of territorial cohesion extends beyond the
notion of economic and social cohesion by both adding
to this and reinforcing it. In policy terms, the objective is
tohelpachieveamorebalanceddevelopmentbyreduc-
ing existing disparities, avoiding territorial imbalances
and by making both sectoral policies which have a spa-
tial impact and regional policy more coherent. The con-
cern is also to improve territorial integration and
encourage cooperation between regions.
There are a number of aspects of territorial balance in
the EU, which threaten the harmonious development
of the Union economy in future years:
• at EU level, a high concentration of economic ac-
tivity and population in the central area or penta-
gon (which stretches between North Yorkshire in
England, Franche-Comté in France, Hamburg in
northern Germany and Milan in the north of Italy),
which was identified in the second Cohesion Re-
port and which covers 18% of the EU15 land area
while accounting for 41% of population, 48% of
GDP and 75% of expenditure on R&D.
Enlargement will onlyincrease this degree ofcon-
centration by adding to the EU land area and pop-
ulation but increasing GDP relatively little;
• at national level, a persistence of pronounced im-
balances between the main metropolitan areas
and the rest of the country in terms of economic
development, which is a particular feature of the
accession countries;
• atregionallevel,awideningor,atleast,thepersis-
tence of a number of territorial disparities beyond
those measured by GDP or unemployment. In
particular, economic development is accompa-
nied by growing congestion and pollution and the
persistence of social exclusion in the main conur-
bations whereas a number of rural areas are suf-
fering from inadequate economic links with
neighbouring small and medium-sized towns and
their economies are often weakening as a result.
Large urban areas are tendingtosprawl outwards
encroaching into the surrounding countryside as
economic activity and their population increase,
creating what have become known as ‘rurban’ ar-
eas, while rural areas where there are no towns of
any size are experiencing falling population and a
decline in the availability of basic services;
• within regions and cities, the development of
pockets of poverty and social exclusion in areas
with often only limited availability of essential
services;
• in a number of specific areas constrained by their
geographical features (islands, sparsely popu-
lated areas in the far north, and certain mountain
areas), population is declining and ageing, while
accessibility continues to be a problem and the
environment remains fragile, threatened, for ex-
ample, by regular fires, droughts and floods;
• in outermost areas, with a cumulation of natural
andgeographical handicaps (asrecognised inAr-
ticle 299.2 of the EU Treaty), the continuation of
severe social and economic problems which are
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These territorial disparities cannot be ignored, since
apart from the serious difficulties in peripheral and
outermost areas or the problems of congestion in
certain central areas, they affect the overall competi-
tiveness of the EU economy. Covering costs of con-
gestion or treating the social consequences of
disparities implies a sub-optimal allocation of re-
sources, as wellas alower levelofefficiencyandeco-
nomic competitiveness than could potentially be
attained in the regions affected, whether they are at-
tractive areas in the centre or deprived areas on the
periphery. These problems can set in motion a cumu-
lative process in which, for example, difficulties of ac-
cessing centres of research and innovation or ICT
networks further reduce the economic development
potential of regions which are already lagging.
To combat territorial disparities and achieve a more
spatially balanced pattern of economic development
requires some coordination of development policies if
they are to be coherent and consistent with each
other. Itwas for this reason thatthe European Council
in Potsdam in 1999 defined the European Spatial De-
velopment Perspective.
Promoting balanced development
Territorial imbalances in the
distribution of towns and cities
Urban systems are the engines of regional develop-
ment and it is in regard to their geographical distribu-
tion across the EU that an imbalance between the
centre and the periphery is most evident. An analysis
of these systems, of their potential and the extent of
cooperation between them, reveals the following
tendencies
10:
• growth is still occurring in the core parts of Europe
and in capital cities where company
headquarters, research activity and education
and cultural facilities are concentrated (London,
the large Dutch urban areas and north-west Ger-
man cities are still recording significant increases
in population). Over 70 cities or conurbations, 44
of which with more than 1 million people, provide
all these major strategic functions and can be re-
garded as growth ’metropoles’ of European im-
portance. An arc stretching from London to Milan
andpassingthroughtheconurbationconsistingof
citiesalongtheRhine(EssenandCologne)ispar-
ticularly important among these cities;
• in the accession countries, despite declining pop-
ulation, there is a significant growth in capital cit-
ies, particularly Budapest, Prague, Ljubljana and
the capitals of the Baltic States. The only excep-
tionisPolandwheretherearefivelargemetropoli-
tan areas to rival Warsaw;
• the appearance of new tendencies involving less
polarised development and the growth of a num-
ber of urban areas in peripheral parts of the EU,
including:
• an extension of the core towards the east with
growth of cities such as Berlin, Munich and
Vienna;
• capital cities in Scandinavia, Stockholm and
Helsinki, in particular, have become strong
economically especially in new technology;
• a number of urban areas in peripheral parts of
the EU, such as Dublin, Athens and Lisbon,
have also experienced significant growth in
GDP per head over the past decade;
• a number of urban regions located outside the
core seem to have a population and an economic
potentialstrongenoughtoattractresearchactivity
and to link up over time with the main European,
and even international, centres of decision-
making. These appear to be capable in the future
of stimulating the growth of peripheral areas and
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Some 40 such urban regions, situated outside the
core ‘pentagon’ can be identified and categorised in
termsoffourcriteriawhichindicatetheirstrengthsand
weaknesses — their population size and its growth,
their competitiveness, their communication links and
their involvement in the knowledge economy. Lyon,
forinstance,isagoodexampleofacitystronginterms
of all four criteria, while Bilbao scores highly on one
(knowledge) and Porto and Krakow have only an av-
erage score on the four taken together. Overall, these
40 urban regions showed a growth of GDP between
1995 and 2000 of 3.3% to 4.1% per year as against
3% for the growth metropoles and 4–5% for a number
of peripheral urban regions which are developing rap-
idly, as noted below.
Analysis of cooperation networks between towns and
cities indicates the existence of:
• a strong network of major ‘metropoles’ in the cen-
tre of Europe (in terms of trade, universities and
communication links), including London, Paris,
Frankfurt, Amsterdam, Milan and, in the near fu-
ture, Berlin;
• outside of this group, a lack of strategic coopera-
tion between towns and cities and in the acces-
sion countries, an absence of networks of small
andmedium-sizedtowns,exceptintheCzechRe-
public and Slovenia.
Intra-regional imbalances
Thefutureofruralareasisincreasinglytiedupwiththe
development of the rural economy as a whole and, in
some cases, requires a real change in the economic
and social base, in physical infrastructure, access to
ICT and other new technologies, the growth of new
sourcesofemployment(suchasinSMEsorruraltour-
ism) and the maintenance of public services. Such a
policy needs to be integrated into a regional strategy
involving the development of economic relations and
cooperation with urban areas.
The challenge facing rural areas varies according to
where they are located in relation to the cities identi-
fied above: It is possible to distinguish in broad terms
threetypesofruralareaaccordingtotheextentoftheir
integration into the rest of the economy and their links
with large centres of activity:
• areas integrated into the global economy
which are experiencing economic growth and
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Marked disparities
between and within cities
The Urban II Audit, availableat present for 189 cities
in the EU15 (65 in the central pentagon and 124 in
peripheral areas), enables three kinds of disparity to
beanalysed—thosebetweencitiesinthecentreand
periphery, between large and medium-sized cities
and between inner city areas. The main findings are
as follows:
• lackofsecurityismoremarkedinbiggercitiesthan
in medium-sized ones. In the UK, for example, the
number of cases of violent assault is twice as high
in large as in medium-sized cities and the number
of murders three times higher. It is equally more
markedincitiesinthecentralpartoftheEUthanin
the periphery;
• pollution shows a clear centre-periphery pattern,
with, for example, cities in the centre having 14
days of peak ozone levels a year as against less
than one day a year for those in the periphery;
• unemployment seems to be related more to na-
tional factors than whether cities are in the centre
or periphery or their size. The same is true of pov-
erty (though the proportion below the poverty line
averages 9% in the central areas and 16% in the
peripheral ones). At the same time, there are wide
disparities between different areas within cities,
with, for example, a difference in the unemploy-
ment rate of 8 to 1 in Porto wherethe average rate
is low and 5 to 1 in Marseilles where it is high.
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Composite  Default screenhave increasing population. They are situated
in general close to an urban centre, employ-
ment is in manufacturing and services, but
most of the land is used for agriculture (in
France, for example, a third of farms are situ-
ated in such areas). The high population
growth and pressure from urbanisation mean
there is a need for better management of land
use to avoid environmental degradation and
conflicting usage. Despite the growing impor-
tance, urban policies in Member States, ex-
cept in the UK and Sweden, tend not to take
sufficient account of relations between urban
and rural areas;
• intermediate rural areas relatively far from ur-
ban centres but with good transport links and
reasonably well developed infrastructure. They
tend to have stable population and to be in the
process of diversifying economically. In a num-
ber of Member States, large farms are situated
in these areas. The need is to maintain their ag-
ricultural potential, increase the pace of eco-
nomic diversification and strengthen relations
with small and medium-sized towns;
• isolated rural areas, sparsely populated and of-
ten situated in peripheral areas, far from urban
centres and main transport networks. Their iso-
lationisoftenduetotheirtopographicalfeatures
(such as a mountain range) and they tend to
have an ageing population, poor infrastructure
endowment,alowlevelofbasicservicesandin-
come per head and a poorlyqualified work force
and to be not well integrated into the global
economy. Their population is generally depend-
ent on agriculture to a large extent and in de-
cline. They are located largely in south-west
Portugal,thenorthandnorth-eastofSpain,cen-
tral France,Scotland,Finland and Sweden.The
challengeisoneofrevitalisationandtomaintain
economic activity and the availability of ade-
quate public services. And there is a need to de-
velop links with towns even if they are relatively
far away.
Regions with geographical handicaps
As noted above and highlighted in the Second Cohe-
sionReport,regionswithspecificandpermanentgeo-
graphical featureswhichconstrain theirdevelopment,
such as the most remote regions, islands, mountain
regions and sparsely populated areas in the far north
of Europe, have special problems of accessibility and
integration with the rest of the EU.
The seven outermost regions of the EU encompass
25 islands plus Guyane and together have a popula-
tionofaround4million.Theysufferfromanaccumula-
tion of natural handicaps, which make it difficult to
improve economic and social conditions, not least
their remoteness both from economic and administra-
tive centres and the nearest mainland. The furthest
away, Réunion, is over 9,000 kms from Paris and
1,700kmsfromthecoastofAfrica,whiletheclosestto
land, the Canarias, are still 250 kms off the coast.
Their remoteness is compounded by their natural fea-
tures (many are archipelagos, small in terms of land
area and population), difficult terrain and climate.
Excluding the Canarias (which accounts for almost
45% of the total population of the 7 outermost regions
andwhereGDPperheadwasonly6%orsobelowthe
Spanish average), GDP per head is only 57% of the
EU15 average and Réunion, Guyane and the Açores
feature among the 10 least prosperous regions. All
suffer from a combination of lagging economic devel-
opment, excessive reliance on agriculture and high
unemployment, but while population is still increasing
markedly intheFrench territories, itisdeclining inMa-
deira and Açores, which have a high rate of outward
migration. The Canarias, moreover, are experiencing
pressure from population growth, have an over-
dependence on tourism and a lack of diversification
into other activities.
Inadditiontothese,thereare284populatedislandsin
the EU15, with 9.4 million people (3% of the EU15 to-
tal) and a land area of 95,000 square kms (3% of the
EU15 total). The economic development of these is
permanentlyconstrainedbytheirrelativeisolationand
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casestheyhaveamountainousterrainand/orarepart
oflaggingperipheralregions,suchasthoseintheItal-
ian Mezzogiorno, Greece or Scotland. Many are also
part of an archipelago which, in most cases, tends to
actasafurtherconstraintinsofarastransportconnec-
tions with the mainland and public services are lo-
cated on the main island.
IslandsaredistributedfairlyevenlybetweentheAtlan-
tic, Baltic and Mediterranean, though the 119 islands
in the last account for 95% of their total population,
with 85% living on Sicilia, Sardegna, the Illes Balears,
Kriti and Corse. The islands elsewhere, by contrast,
tend to be smaller and more sparsely populated. The
only ones of any size are the Swedish island of
Gotland, the Scottish islands of Lewis and Harris and
the main island of Orkney. Their average GDP per
head in 2001 was 72% of the EU15 average and in
most cases (the Illes Balears are the main exception)
lower than in other parts of their respective countries.
They tend to be vulnerable in economic terms be-
causeoftheconcentrationofactivityintwobroadsec-
tors — agriculture and fishing and tourism.
MountainareasarespreadacrosstheEU15,covering
40% of the land area and having a population of some
67 million, or around 18% of the EU15 area. After en-
largement to EU25, they will account for much the
same proportion of population but a slightly smaller
proportion of the land area since in the new Member
States population density in mountain areas is slightly
higherthaninotherregions.Mountainareasaremore
dependentonagriculturethanotherareasparticularly
in the accession countries, but also in the EU15. Al-
though a number of mountainous areas are located
close to economic centres and large markets, be-
cause of the terrain, transport costs tend to be high
and many agricultural activities unsuitable.
Unemployment tends to be higher in mountain areas
which are the most peripheral, such as the northern
parts of the Nordic countries, Scotland, Northern Ire-
land and the UK, the southern mountain ranges of
Spain, Corse, southern Italy and Sicilia. Conversely
unemployment is for the most part relatively low in
mountain areas near to major industrial urban centres
or which have such centres within their borders, such
as the areas in Wales, the northern Apennines of Italy
andalongthenorthernandsouthernedgesoftheAlps
inFrance,GermanyandItaly.Thereare,however,ex-
ceptions, such as the Ardennes in Belgium and the
Ore mountains in the Czech Republic and Germany.
Though further research is required, the conclusions
from the studies which have been carried out suggest
that economic diversification from agriculture to ser-
vices tends to happen at a faster pace in lowland than
inmountainousregions,thattheexistenceoflargecit-
ies in mountain areas or nearby give an important
stimulus to industrial activity (or, alternatively, that the
wealth of resources in mountain areas can lead to the
development of large cities in their vicinity), and that
serviceemploymenttendstobehighinthemorepros-
perous mountain areas, mainly in tourism (such as in
the Alps) or in public services in sparsely populated
areas (especially in Sweden and Finland).
Since Finland and Sweden joined in the EU in 1994,
sparsely populated areas have become an issue for
cohesion policy. Parts of the sub-arctic and arctic in
thesetwocountries, haveanaveragepopulationden-
sity of under 5 inhabitants per square km, well below
the level anywhere else in the Union, except in the
Highlands and Islands of Scotland
11.
The average GDP per head in these areas is 87% of
the EU average, significantly lower than in other parts
of their respective countries. Unemployment also
tends to be above the national average. In general, a
large proportion of employment is in services, espe-
cially public services, in Sweden, while in Finland,
more people work in agriculture and industry, espe-
cially wood, pulp and paper.
In the Swedish regions, in particular, GDP growth has
been depressed since the mid-1990s (the growth rate
being only around half the EU average) and employ-
ment has not recovered from the substantial job
lossessufferedduringtherecessionyearsoftheearly
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1.6 Change in population, 1996-1999: main components
EUROPEAN SPATIAL PLANNING
OBSERVATION NETWORK
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Composite  Default screen1990s. Population is generally declining, at a rate
which elsewhere is usually found only in regions with
seriousstructuralproblems.Duringthe1990s,Kainnu
and Lappland in Finland lost an average of 1% of their
population annually while in Norrbotten in Sweden,
population fell by 0.6% a year
12 (Table A1.8).
Common problems of areas
with geographical handicaps
All of these regions, in whichever part of the EU they
are located, have common problems of accessibility
and of remoteness from major markets which tend to
add to both travel and transportation costs and con-
strain their economic development. At the same time,
the construction of infrastructure of all kinds and the
provision of health care, education and other basic
services is usually also more costly, because of the
nature of the terrain and the remoteness of the loca-
tion, and more difficult to justify because of the small
numbers of people being served. In many cases, the
population, or size of the market, is below the ‘critical
mass’ required to warrant investment in economic
terms.This problem is compounded byan ageing and
decliningpopulationasyoungpeopleleave(Map1.6).
Forislands,thereseemstobeacriticalsizeofpopula-
tionofaround 4–5,000inhabitants,abovewhich num-
bers are usually expanding, there is a relatively large
proportion of young people and education and health
care facilities are good. Below this level, net emigra-
tion, population ageing and inadequate facilities are
the norm.
Inmountain areas in theEU15, population density (51
inhabitants per square km) is less thanhalftheEUav-
erage, though in immediately surrounding areas it
tends to be much higher, reflecting their relative at-
tractiveness as places to live and work. On average,
there is an ongoing decline in population, but a num-
ber of areas have begun to attract people and new
businesses. In the accession countries, the picture is
similar, though population density in such areas is al-
mosttwicethatintheEU15andonlyslightlybelowthe
average elsewhere.
More equal access to Services of
General Economic Interest
Despite the difficulties of some regions, equality of ac-
cess to basic facilities, essential services and knowl-
edge — to what are termed ‘Services of General
Economic Interest’ — for everyone, wherever they hap-
pen to live, is a key condition for territorial cohesion.
Access to an efficient transport system with adequate
links to the core area of the Union is the first determi-
nant of a region’s peripherality. Regions with better
accesstomarketsarelikelytobemoreproductiveand
more competitive than others. At present, the road
network tends to be much more developed in the cen-
tral parts of the EU than in peripheral regions and
while construction of motorways in recent years has
increased, the accessibility by road for the latter to
central areas where markets are concentrated re-
mainsverymuchlessthanelsewhere. Itisparticularly
poor in most Objective 1 areas in Portugal, Greece,
the west of Ireland and the Baltic States (Map A1.5).
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Accessibility of mountain areas
As part of a recent studyof mountainareas, an index
was constructed to classify these according to their
accessibility, taking account of their distance by air
from national capitals and other cities and from uni-
versities and health care facilities, as well as of the
density of transport networks (roads, railways and
airports).
Mountain areas with ‘very good’ or ‘good’ accessibil-
ity are located, for example, in the north of England,
Sicilia and Slovakia. They also include the Alps, the
Carpathians, the Sudetes, all the German areas and
the Ardennes, as wellas three Spanish and twoPor-
tuguese areas. Areas with a ‘fair’ accessibility encir-
cle the first two groups. These include areas in
Greece, Spain, Wales and Finland and the ‘Massif
Central’ in France. Areas with‘poor’ accessibilityare
found north of the third group, in particular, High-
landsandIslandsinScotlandandmostSwedishand
Finnish mountain areas.
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Composite  Default screenThe same is even more the case as regards rail since
the network in general has not even kept pace with
road improvements in most peripheral regions. Ro-
mania, Bulgaria, south and central Italy and the north
of Denmark as well as Greece and parts of Spain
away from the Madrid-Seville TGV have especially
poor accessibility to more central areas of the EU by
rail (Map A1.6).
Accessibility to central regions by air is significantly
better because of the presence of international air-
ports even in the most remote areas, though the im-
provement in connectivity through this means needs
to be put into perspective given the small amount of
goods which are generally transported by air (Map
A1.7).
Although the construction of the trans-European net-
works will improve accessibility, particularly in the ac-
cession countries — Bulgaria and Romania, most
especially—theeffectwillvaryconsiderablybetween
different regions on the periphery depending on how
well they are connected to the main routes, which de-
pends in turn on the state of secondary networks.
Access to new technologies, especially ICT, is partic-
ularly important for peripheral regions and those with
geographical handicaps. This is not only because
they serve to reduce the significance of distance and
thetimerequiredtoreachcentralareasoftheEU,but,
more critically, because any limitation on their avail-
ability is almost certain to damage their development
prospects and deter businesses from locating there.
Development priorities
Although economic and social conditions vary greatly
in regions with geographical handicaps, they typically
are less prosperous and have higher unemployment
than the country in which they are located or, in the
case, of the outermost regions, to which they belong.
Nevertheless, the latter regions apart, both GDP per
headandemploymentareinevitablyinfluencedbythe
economic performance of the national economy of
which they form part.
Geographical handicaps do not always mean unfa-
vourable economic circumstances. Indeed, as a num-
ber of examples demonstrate, they can potentially be
transformed into positive assets which can open up
new paths of development. Additionally, many of
these regions form an important part of the EU’s natu-
ral heritage and are the location for many leisure, cul-
tural and other activities. For this reason alone, it is
important that they are preserved and remain popu-
lated, which means that it is important in turn to im-
prove their accessibility and to maintain or develop
essential services.
It is equally important that the economic development
path they follow respects their natural heritage and
does not endanger the very geographical features
whichare,orcanbe,akeyaspectoftheircomparative
advantage as locations not only for people to live but
also for businesses to operate. As the knowledge-
based economy develops, therefore, proximity to raw
materials or even to large markets is becoming a less
significant determinant of location and the attractive-
ness of natural and physical surroundings of increas-
ingimportance—allied,ofcourse,totheavailabilityof
the essential services and facilities described above.
The economic development of these sensitive areas,
therefore, even more than elsewhere, must take ac-
countoftheneedtosafeguardtheenvironment,which
means not only integrating this priority into the invest-
ment decision-making process, but also, wherever
possible, searching for options which both improve
theenvironment and strengthen regional competitive-
ness. Examples of such ‘win-win’ options are the
clean-up of areas previously damaged by industrial
activity and their reconversion as sites for new busi-
ness development, the modernisation of rail links to
improve accessibility instead of the construction of
new motorways, or the development of clean, renew-
able energy sources to replace coal or oil-fired elec-
tricity generating plants which both deplete scarce
resources and pollute the atmosphere.
Although such ‘win-win’ options are not always possi-
ble to find, a central tenet of development policy in
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less, be to follow strategies which minimise any dam-
agetotheenvironmentinordertoensurethattheyare
sustainable over the long-term and do not simply rep-
resent a short-term means of stimulating growth.
Environmental problems are particularly acute across
the EU both in areas where there is a high concentra-
tion of population, and therefore economic activity of
variouskinds,andinareaswherethereispressure on
natural resources from agriculture especially but also
from mining and similar activities. These areas are by
no means evenly distributed across the EU but are
concentrated in particular places (Map 1.7). The need
in these areas is to clean up the environment and to
preventanyfurtherdamage.Butitisnolessimportant
topreventanyfurtherdeteriorationoftheenvironment
innaturalorsemi-natural areas, where humanactivity
isprogressivelyencroachingorwhicharebeingaban-
doned and, becoming either increasingly fragmented
orlackingprotectionfortheirnaturalresources.These
aims, in consequence, need to be an integral part of
economic development strategy across the EU to en-
sure that development is sustainable.
Factors determining growth,
employment and competitiveness
InMarch2000,attheLisbonSummit,theEuropeanUn-
ion set itself the goal of becoming the most competitive
and dynamic knowledge-based economy in the world,
capable of sustained and sustainable economic growth
with more and better jobs and closer social cohesion. In
so doing, it has identified a number of priorities:
• to give priority to innovation and enterprise, nota-
blybycreatingcloserlinksbetweenresearchinsti-
tutes and industry, developing conditions
favourable to R&D, improving access to finance
and know-how and encouraging new business
ventures;
• to ensure full employment, by emphasising the
need to open up employment opportunities, to
increase productivity and quality at work and to
promote lifelong learning;
• to ensure an inclusive labour market in which un-
employment is reduced and social and regional
disparities in access to employment are
narrowed;
• to ‘connect’ Europe, especially through closer in-
tegration and by improving transport, telecommu-
nications and energy networks;
• to protect the environment, the more so since it
stimulates innovation, and to introduce new tech-
nologies, for example, in energy and transport.
Europeancohesionpolicymakesamajorcontribution
to these objectives, especially in those regions where
there is unused economic and employment potential
which can be realised through targeted cohesion pol-
icymeasures, soaddingtothegrowthoftheEUecon-
omy as a whole.
From a policy perspective, for regional development
to be sustained requires favourable conditions being
established atthenationallevel,inparticular amacro-
economic environment conducive to growth, employ-
ment and stability and a tax and regulatory system
which encourages business and job creation.
At the regional level, two complimentary sets of condi-
tions need to be satisfied. The first is the existence of a
suitable endowment of both basic infrastructure (in the
form of efficient transport, telecommunications and en-
ergy networks, good water supplies and environmental
facilities and so on) and a labour force with appropriate
levelsofskillsandtraining.Astrengtheningofbothphys-
ical and human capital, together with improvements in
institutional support facilities and the administrative
framework in place, is particularly important in Objective
1 regions and the accession countries where both at
present are seriously deficient.
The second set of conditions, which directly relates to
the factors of regional competitiveness which are
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novation should be accorded high priority, that infor-
mationandcommunicationtechnologies (ICT)should
be widely accessible and used effectivelyand thatde-
velopment should be sustainable in environmental
terms. This set ofconditions largely relates to‘intangi-
ble’factorswhicharemoredirectlyrelatedtobusiness
competitiveness than the first set. They include, inter
alia, the capacity of a regional economy to generate,
diffuse and utilise knowledge and so maintain an ef-
fective regional innovation system; a business culture
which encourages entrepreneurship; and the exis-
tence of cooperation networks and clusters of particu-
lar activities.
These two sets of conditions are interrelated. Both
need to be integrated to varying degrees into a long-
term development strategy with clearly defined and
agreed goals and with a political commitment to sus-
taining its implementation. The precise focus and the
mix of factors which are targeted will depend on the
starting position, the characteristics of the region
concerned, the prevailing circumstances, the devel-
opmentpathbeingfollowedandsoon.Thesewillnec-
essarily need to change over time as development
takes place and circumstances alter. There is, there-
fore, neither a unique nor fixed recipe for successful
regional development. Each region has to find the
right policy mix for its own development path given its
particular economic, social, cultural and institutional
features.
For both sets of conditions, public intervention can be
justified by market failure. This is clear in the case of
human capital or transport and other infrastructure,
which are in the nature of public goods, where invest-
ment has social as well as financial effects and where
the returns cannot all be easily, or economically, cap-
turedbythosemakingtheinvestment(such asbyem-
ployers investing in the training of their employees).
But it also applies to technological know-how, which
equally has some of the features of a public good, in-
sofar as thecosts ofmaking itavailabletomanyusers
are low compared to the cost of its development. Ac-
cordingly, since producers of knowledge (of new
techniques and so on) cannot capture all the benefits
generatedbytheinnovationconcerned,thereisaten-
dency for under-investment to occur.
A vital role of EU cohesion policy is to help regions,
specially the less favoured, to consolidate and de-
velop their economic and employment potential, in
line with their inherent comparative advantages. In
this sense, developing regional competitiveness de-
pends on modernising and diversifying the productive
structure once a sufficient endowment of physical in-
frastructure and human capital is attained. This
means, inter alia, encouraging the development of
knowledge-basedeconomicactivitiesandinnovation.
Therearetwofinalpointstoemphasise.Thefirstisthe
criticalimportanceforregionaldevelopmentofhuman
capital and the institutional and administrative capac-
ity of regions, since this determines the support for
business and the nature and extent of both public-
privatepartnershipandcooperationbetweenallthose
involved in the development process. This point is ex-
panded below.
Thesecond,asemphasisedabove,istheequallycriti-
calimportanceoftakingexplicitaccountoftheneedto
protecttheenvironmentifthedevelopmentpathbeing
followedistobesustainable.Thisneedcutsacrossall
ofthemeasures implementedtofurtherdevelopment,
butitapplies,inparticular,toinvestmentinphysicalin-
frastructure where the potential conflict between im-
proving endowment, especially of transport networks,
and safeguarding the environment is most acute.
Theconcernintherestofthispartofthereportistoex-
amine the extent of disparities in both sets of condi-
tions described above across an enlarged EU.
Transport infrastructure
An efficient transport system is a necessary condition
for regional economic development, though improve-
ments in transport alone are unlikely to be sufficient to
ensure growth, in part because the increased access
theyprovidetoothermarketsismirroredinthegreater
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cal demand.
AcrosstheEU15asawhole,bothfreightandpassenger
transport increased significantly over the past decade,
freight (measured by ton-kilometres) by almost a third,
aroundhalfashighagainasthegrowthofGDP,passen-
ger (passengers kilometres) by around 16%.
Transport flows
The car is the predominant means of passenger
travel. In 2000, 78% of all journeys made (in terms of
total kilometres travelled) in the EU15 were by car.
However, while this is up on 1970, when the figure
was 74%, it is slightly down on the 1990 figure, as is
the proportion of journeys made by bus and coach,
which fell to under 9% of this total. The counterpart is
an increase in air travel, though this still accounts for
only 6% of total passenger travel. Travel by rail ac-
counts for much the same proportion, only just over
6% of the total, almost unchanged since 1990, but
down from over 10% in 1970.
The large increase in freight transport (excluding by
sea) over the 1990s, of 32%, was predominantly due
to road, which registered an increase of 38%. Around
75% of total freight now goes by road, while only 14%
goes by rail, a figure which has fallen continuously
from 30% in 1970 and 18% in 1990.
In all the Cohesion countries, road accounts for a
larger proportion of goods transported than in the rest
oftheEU,thefigurerangingfrom85%inSpainto98%
in Greece (although it should be noted that the figures
are similar in Italy and the UK). Moreover, the trans-
portation of goods by road has risen at a faster rate in
these countries than in the rest of the EU, in part re-
flecting the higher growth of GDP, but also the lack of
an effective alternative, despite the large amounts of
investment in the transport network from the Struc-
tural Funds.
In the accession countries, freight transport has de-
clined markedly over the transition period in Romania
and Bulgaria, reflecting the fall in GDP and restructur-
ing of economic activity away from heavy industry, as
well as in Slovakia and Slovenia if less so. In most
other countries, it has increased, especially in Latvia
and Estonia.
Nevertheless, the overall amount of freight trans-
ported in the accession countries is only half the level
in the EU15 in relation to GDP.
In 2000, almost half of all freight transported in the ac-
cession countries went by road, while 38% went by
rail, considerably more than in the present EU. In Bul-
garia and the Czech Republic, however, the propor-
tion of goods transported by road is close to the EU
average, whereas in the Baltic States and Slovakia, it
is only around a third or less.
But the relative shares are changing rapidly, freight
shifting from rail to road. Indeed, only four years be-
fore 2000, the proportion of freight going by rail was
much the same as that going by road. How far this
continues tobethecase inthefutureisdependentnot
only on the pace of economic growth, but also on its
composition—theextenttowhichthedemandforser-
vicesincreases relativetothatforgoods—andonthe
availability of effective alternative means of transport
— rail or waterways.
There are no comparable data on passenger trans-
port in the accession countries, though some indica-
tion of the growth of road use can be gained from the
level of car ownership and the number of buses rela-
tive to population. Between 1996 and 2000, the num-
ber of cars in the accession countries taken together
increased by over 20% in relation to population, with
increases of over 50% in Latvia and Lithuania and
over30%inRomania.This,however,wasonlyslightly
morethantheriseintheEU.In2000,carownership in
relationtopopulation,therefore,wasstillonlyjustover
half the average in the EU, suggesting substantial
growth in future years as income rises.
Atthesametime,therelationshipbetweenincomeper
headandcarownership isdependentonotherfactors
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settlements.InPortugal,therefore,thestock ofcars is
above the EU average and has risen particularly rap-
idly in recent years. In Italy, it is higher than anywhere
elseintheUnion,whileinDenmark,itiswellbelowav-
erage and much the same as in the Czech Republic.
Accordingly, how much car ownership, and by impli-
cation the use of cars, increases in the accession
countriesinfutureyearsisaffectednotonlybyincome
but by policy decisions made as regards the develop-
ment of the transport system.
Networks
Roads
Comparisons of the endowment of road or rail infra-
structure between countries need to be treated with
caution because of differences in classification
methods.
While the total length of the road network in the EU15
has remained broadly unchanged since 1991, the
length of motorways has increased by 27%. Many of
the new motorways have been constructed in the Co-
hesion countries, especially Portugal and Spain.
Nevertheless, the density of the road network as a
whole
13 in Spain and Greece remains less than half
theEU15average,andinPortugal,itisalsobelowthe
average,ifonlyslightly.InIreland,bycontrast,itiswell
above average.
In Objective 1 regions taken together, the density has
remained at around two-thirds of the EU15 average.
On the other hand, the density of the motorway net-
work in Cohesion countries increased from around
80% of the EU15 average in 1991 to 10% above aver-
age in 2001. This increase, however, was predomi-
nantly concentrated in Spain and Portugal, and
density remains very much below the average in
GreeceandIreland.InObjective1regionsasawhole,
the density of the motorway network was around 80%
oftheEU15averagein2001,anincreasefromaround
two-thirds of the average in 1991 (Map 1.8).
In the accession countries, road density tends to be
lower than in the EU15 and the density of motorways
much lower still. Motorway density is around six times
higher in the EU15 than in the accession countries
taken together, largely reflecting the very few motor-
ways in the larger countries in terms of land area. In
Poland, therefore, there were still only around 400
kms of motorway in 2001, less than in Lithuania or
Slovenia (435 kms), and in Romania, just 113 kms. In
Estonia, there were less than 100 kms and in Latvia,
none at all. Even in the Czech Republic, there were
only just over 500 kms of motorway and in Hungary,
around 450.
Although the construction of new roads is occurring at
a relatively rapid pace in some countries — the length
of motorways in Poland increased by over 50% in the
three years 1998 to 2001 — these tend to be concen-
trated in a few areas, either around capital cities or on
transitroutes tothewest.InPoland,therefore,around
75% of motorways are located in just three regions —
Dolnoslaskie, bordering Germany, Opolskie, border-
ing Dolnoslaskie and the Czech Republic, and
Mazowieckie,whereWarsawissituated.IntheCzech
Republic, there is a similar concentration in Stredni-
Cechy around Prague and in Jihovychod in the south,
bordering Austria and Slovakia. In Romania, virtually
all the motorways are in the vicinity of Bucharest.
At the same time, the state of roads other than motor-
ways is generally poor. Almost all roads are at best
two-way and have invariably suffered because of a
lack of maintenance over many years, before and af-
ter the transition process began.
This may help to explain the alarming figures for road
deaths, which, in 2001, were significantly greater, per
millioncars,thaninmostEUMemberStates.InLatvia
the figure was almost 900 deaths per million cars, in
LithuaniaandPoland,over500,andinHungary,Esto-
nia, Bulgaria and Slovakia, only slightly less as com-
paredwithjustover300inSpain,PortugalandIreland
and only around 150 in the UK. (There are no data for
Greece or Italy.) On the other hand, the figures are
similar to those experienced in some Objective 1
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and Castilla-la Mancha, road deaths were over 600
per million cars and in Extremadura, over 450.
Rail infrastructure
The total length of railway line in the EU15 is around
3% less than in 1991, as lines have been closed, and
10% less than in 1970. In the 4 Cohesion countries
taken together, the density of the rail network (ie in re-
lation to surface area and population) is only around
55%oftheEUaverage,thoughhigherinIreland(80%
oftheaverage)thanintheotherthree.ForObjective1
regions as a whole, rail density is some 75% of the
EU15 average and little changed since 1991.
Some modernisation of the rail network has occurred
over the past decade through the electrification of
more lines (from 40% of the total in 1991 to 47% in
2001), but progress in converting single track to dou-
ble has been limited (from 39% to 41%). The changes
have been very similar in Cohesion countries and Ob-
jective 1 regions as in the rest of the EU, so that the
gap between the former and latter remains. On aver-
age, around 40% of lines were electrified in both Co-
hesioncountriesandObjective1regionsin2001;only
24% of lines were double track in Cohesion countries
and only just over 13% in Objective 1 regions. The sit-
uation, however, varies markedly between the Cohe-
sion countries, In Greece, no lines at all are electrified
and in Ireland, only around 2%, while in Portugal, the
proportion doubled between 1991 to 2001 to over
30%
The overall standard of the rail network in the acces-
sion countries is poor and reflects decades of low in-
vestment. The proportion of electrified and
double-track lines is below the EU average, though
similar to that in the Cohesion countries and higher
than in Objective 1 regions.
The rail network is in general technically obsolete, rail
loading capacity is inadequate, a large proportion of
the tracks are old and damaged, the gauge of track
varies between different places as do power supply
systems, making interoperability difficult. As a conse-
quence, the maximum speeds allowed are typically in
the range of 90–110 kms per hour and can be as low
as 40–60 kms per hour on large stretches of the main
lines.
Already, the growth of cars is outpacing improvement
in the road network and leading to increasing conges-
tion and environmental pollution. The dilemma facing
policy makers is that the improvements in the road
network which are undoubtedly required will tend fur-
ther to encourage this growth. They are also likely to
take resources away from equally necessary im-
provements in railways and public transport, which
could reduce the shift towards cars and, accordingly,
reduce the environmental problems likely to be
caused by this.
Although the use of trains by both passengers and
freighthasdeclined asroadusehasgrown,itremains
substantially greater than in the EU. The question is
for how long. The construction of new railway lines or
the improvement of existing ones is a key part of the
trans-European networks now under construction or
being planned. In the accession countries, however,
the emphasis, understandably seems to be on build-
ingnewroads.Atthesametime,theneedforimprove-
ments in the rail network in these countries extends
well beyond establishing new and better links with ex-
isting EU Member States.
Recent forecasts suggest that freight transported by
road will be 67% more in 2020 in EU15 than in 2000.
Forecasts for the accession countries are for an in-
creaseofdoublethis.IfGDPinthesecountries,more-
over, grows more rapidly than in current Member
States, which is essential for convergence, road
freight traffic could increase by even more than this.
Short sea shipping and inland waterways
Giventheexpectedgrowthofroadtrafficinthecoming
years, and the greater congestion which is likely to re-
sult, encouraging more use of short sea shipping and
inland waterways seems an attractive option,
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In 2000, some 28% of internal EU15 trade went by
sea. Over the past decade, total cargo traffic at Euro-
pean ports, including to third countries, has grown by
over20%andcontainertraffichasmorethandoubled.
Container ports in the Mediterranean have experi-
enced higher growth than northern ports and in 2000,
3 of the 8 largest container ports in the EU were
located there (Gioia Tauro, Algeciras, Genova).
The development of short sea shipping in the acces-
sion countries, seven of which have coastlines, could
help revitalise ports in peripheral regions and assist
their economic development as well as easing trans-
port problems, though for this to occur, there is also a
need to improve access to these ports.
Inland waterways carry some 4% of freight trans-
ported in the EU15. Despite an increase in their use,
their share of the total has fallen over the past 10
years. Their importance, however, varies consider-
ably across the Union. While they carry substantial
amounts of freight in the Netherlands (43% of the to-
tal), Germany and Belgium, they are not used at all in
the Cohesion countries.
Intheaccessioncountries,theuseofthismethodof
transportation is largely confined to the Danube
whichcrossesanumberofthecountries.Thereare
significant problems, however, in expanding its
use,notleastthatitistooshallowinmanyplacesto
enable heavy freight to be transported and cargo
ports are more widely dispersed than in Austria or
Germany and often fail to meet loading capacity
standards.
In sum, the main challenges to be addressed in the
coming years are:
• to integrate and modernise road and rail networks
in the accession countries in order to establish ef-
fective links with existing networks in the present
Member States;
• to improve connections to the trans-European
networks in order to enable all regions to gain
maximum benefit from these;
• to improve cross-border and transit routes espe-
cially between the new Member States and be-
tween these and existing Member States in order
to encourage and facilitate growth of trade be-
tween them, on which their long-term economic
development almost certainly depends;
• todevelopshortseashipping,whichisparticularly
important in peripheral regions as well as for is-
lands,andatthesametimetostrengthenlinksbe-
tween different forms of transport;
• to direct EU investment towards shifting both
freight and passengers from road to rail and wa-
terways as well as shifting traffic away from con-
gested routes.
• to develop a strategy for improving the accessibil-
ityofoutermostregionsandtheirconnectionswith
the European continent, which is not part of the
trans-European transport network priorities.
Energy
Access to clean, reliable and competitively priced
energy sources is an important factor in regional
competitiveness. Primary energy production, how-
ever, falls well short of consumption in most Mem-
ber States. This is particularly the case in the
Cohesioncountries,whichmeetonlyasmallpartof
their energy needs from domestic sources, import-
ing 80% or more of what they consume (Graph
1.10). The UK and Denmark are the only countries
intheEUwhicharenetexportersofenergy.Theac-
cession countries, for the most part, are more self-
sufficient in energy, though all are net importers.
PolandandRomania,inparticular,importless than
12% of their energy needs. At the same time, solid
fuels, which tend to be most harmful environmen-
tally,accountforalmost60%ofprimaryenergypro-
duced in the accession countries as compared with
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Composite  Default screenonly 13% in the EU15. In Poland,
just under 90% of primary energy
production comes from solid
fuels, in the Czech Republic,
around 85% and in Estonia, over
75%.
By contrast, nuclear energy is re-
sponsible for 30% of primary pro-
duction in the EU (over 80% in
Belgium and France) as against
16% in the accession countries
(though over 70% in Lithuania
and Slovakia).
Energy consumption varies al-
most as widely as production, as
a result, in particular, of differences in the structure
of economic activity, climatic conditions, the nature
of regulations, social behaviour and political deci-
sions on taxation. Overall energy consumption per
head in the accession countries is similar to the
levelinGreeceorPortugalandmuchlowerthanthe
EU average.
Consumption per head generally increased in the
EU between 1995 and 2001, most especially in the
Cohesion countries, as it did in most of the acces-
sion countries,the exceptions being Poland,Malta,
Bulgaria and Romania.
Despite the comparatively low
consumption per head, however,
the Cohesion countries con-
sumed between 17% and 35%
more energy relative to GDP than
t h eE U1 5a v e ra g ewh i l ei nt h ea c-
cessioncountriestakentogether,
consumption was almost four
times higher (this, it should be
emphasised, measures GDP in
terms of Euros rather than PPS).
Between 1995 and 2001, energy
consumption fell relative to GDP
in all the accession countries, in
many cases markedly, whereas in the EU the
decline was relatively small and in Portugal and
Austria, there was a marginal increase (Graph
1.11).
The primary sources of energy consumed in the EU
differsignificantlyfromthesources ofproduction, with
oil, in particular, which is largely imported, accounting
for a much larger share of consumption than produc-
tion in both the existing and new Member States
(Graph 1.12). Expansion of renewable sources of en-
ergy (such as biomass, wind and solar energy as well
as hydro-electricity) is a common objective of EU
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Composite  Default screenpolicy and the Commission has set a target of dou-
bling the share of renewables in overall energy con-
sumption in the EU to 12% by 2010. Their use at
present,however,variesconsiderably betweencoun-
tries, in part reflecting the ease of exploiting the vari-
ous sources, in part the policies adopted in this
regard.
Renewable sources of energy supplied just 6% of the
totalenergyused intheEUin2001,onlyslightlyupon
the figure in 1995. Their importance in the accession
countries (5% of the total) was only a little less. In a
number of countries across the enlarged EU, how-
ever, the figure was much higher. In Latvia as well as
Sweden, it was around 30% or more, in Austria and
Finland, over 20%, and in Estonia, Romania and
Slovenia, around 11%, just below the figure in Portu-
gal (14%). In all the accession countries, the relative
use of renewable sources increased between 1995
and 2001, in Latvia, Lithuania and Romania, substan-
tially. It also increased in Finland and Sweden, but in
Austria and Portugal, it fell over these six years.
AllfourmajorplanksofEUenergypolicy—securityof
supply, completion of the internal market and integra-
tion of environmental considerations as well as pro-
motion of renewable energies — can have a positive
effect on cohesion. By reducing the amount of energy
consumed per unit of output and by depending more
on renewable sources, all Member States can reduce
their dependence on imports and so avoid the poten-
tialdisruptiontotheireconomiesofapossibleexternal
supply shock (such as a sudden increase in the price
of oil). The development of renewables can also, if
plannedcarefully,mitigatethedamagingeffectsofen-
ergy production on the environment (although there
have been increasing concerns about the ecological
damage caused by hydro-electricity schemes), while
potentially providing a cost-effective solution to pe-
ripheral areas in particular.
Other infrastructure to improve
regional attractiveness
The importance of social infrastructure, including, in
particular, schools, colleges and hospitals, should not
be underestimated as a factor affecting regional com-
petitiveness. The availability of high quality social in-
frastructurecaninfluencedecisionsofwheretolocate
investment and set up business, particularly in cases
where those concerned have wide discretion over
where they live and work and so can take account of
personal preferences and familyinterests. Such infra-
structure is, therefore, becoming an important part of
the development policy of regions seeking to attract
high value-added, knowledge-based activities.
Social infrastructure is also important in maintaining
population. Good schools are in-
creasingly determining where peo-
ple choose to live, as witnessed by
variations in property prices.
Equally, the availability of day care
facilities is a key factor in determin-
ing whether or not many women
with young children are able to pur-
sue working careers, and which,
accordingly is part of the reason for
low employment rates among
women in parts of the EU, espe-
cially the less prosperous parts, as
well as for high rates of part-time
employment elsewhere
14. The pro-
vision of such facilities may help to
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Composite  Default screenkeeppeoplefrommovingawayfromsomeofthemore
peripheral and rural areas where the creation of jobs
for women has been identified as one of the ways of
encouraging people to stay.
Inthisregard,resultsfromthefirstUrbanAuditcarried
out in 58 European cities, which together account for
anaverageof15%ofthepopulationinthecountriesin
which theyare located, indicate thatthose in the more
prosperous regions have a larger number of day care
placesperinhabitantthancitiesinthelessprosperous
ones.
For the elderly, it is of vital importance to have access to
good health care facilities as they grow older. For some,
the availability of care may determine whether they
spendtheirretirementyearsintheplacetheyhavebeen
living or move elsewhere.Atthe same time,good health
carefacilitiesareequallyimportantintouristregions,es-
peciallythoseinthesouthofEuropewithwarmclimates,
seekingtoattractthegrowingnumberofpeopleinretire-
mentwhotakeextended,ormorefrequent,holidaysand
whose choice of where to stay is influenced by the care
available.
It is, therefore, of some relevance in this respect that,
whiletherearesimilarnumbersofdoctors,nursesand
other medical practitioners per head of population in
the south of the EU as in the north, there tend to be
fewer hospital beds in relation to population.
Whereas in Germany and France, therefore, there are
8–9 beds per 1000 people, in Greece, the average is 5
and less than this in tourist areas, falling below 3 in
Kentriki Ellada and Peloponnisos and below 2 in Sterea
Ellada. Similarly in Portugal, the average is 4 beds per
1000, but only 2½ in Alentejo and 2 in the Algarve. In
Spain,wheretheaveragenumberisalso4per1000,itis
only around 3 in Valencia and Andalucía, and in Italy,
there are fewer hospital beds in Campania, Basilicata
and Sicilia (around 4 per 1000) than in northern regions
(over 5 per 1000 in most cases).
In Italy, in particular, this difference in part reflects the
age structure of the regional population and the fact
that the elderly, who impose disproportionate de-
mands on the health system, account for a much
smaller proportion of the population in the south than
the north
15. On the other hand, the figures almost cer-
tainly understate the disparity between the southern
and northern regions in this respect, given that the
resident population in the former is increased signifi-
cantly by tourists for long periods of the year.
Intheaccessioncountries,thepositionismuchmorefa-
vourable. Not only are numbers of doctors, nurses and
otherhealthcareprofessionalsonaparwithnumbersin
the EU15 in relation to population or even higher, but,
with the exception of Cyprus (4 beds per 1000 inhabit-
ants),the number ofhospital beds is also relativelyhigh.
In the Czech Republic, therefore, there are some 11
beds per 1000 people, more than in virtually all parts of
the EU15, and in Lithuania and Latvia, around 9, more
than in Germany or France, while the countries with the
lowest figures, Poland and Estonia, still have around 7
beds per 1000 which is above the EU average.
Social infrastructure, together with environmental
conditions, is a key determinant of the quality of life in
anyregionandisasimportantassystemsoftransport
and other more traditional forms of infrastructure for
regional competitiveness.
Human resources
The European Employment Strategy launched in
1997 seems to have contributed to increasing the
resiliance of employment in a period of economic
slowdown. Between 1999 and 2002, the number em-
ployed increased by 6 million and long-term unem-
ployment fell from 4% of the labour force to 3%.
However, while notable improvements have occurred
intheoperationofEUlabourmarkets,importantstruc-
tural weaknesses remain in both present and future
Member States.
Education of growing importance
Education levels play a major role in determining eco-
nomic performance and the competitiveness of the
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16. It is also of key importance for
the employment opportunities open to people. This
applies not only to the range of jobs that are available
tothembutmorefundamentallytowhetherornotthey
areabletofindajobatall.Thosewithtertiaryleveled-
ucation — ie with university degrees or equivalent
qualifications — are more likely to be in employment
than those with upper secondary level who are in turn
more likely to be employed than those with only basic
schooling. This tendency, which is only likely to be
strengthened by the continued development of the
knowledge-based economyinfutureyears,isveryev-
ident in existing EU Member States, especially for
women. But it is even more pronounced in the acces-
sion countries for both men and women.
Whereas, some 86% of men aged 25 to 64 with ter-
tiary education were in work in the accession coun-
tries taken together in 2002, the figure for those with
upper secondary education was 74% and for those
with only compulsory schooling, 51%. For women,
79% of those with tertiary education were in work,
61% of those with upper secondary level and only
38% of those below this level.
Similar differences are evident at the regional level,
but in a more pronounced form. The gap in employ-
mentratesbetweenthosewithhighandthosewithlow
educationtendstobewiderinregionswheretheover-
all employment rate is relatively low than in those
where it is higher. People with low education, there-
fore, are much more likely than those with higher edu-
cation levels to be out of work if they live in low
employment regions.
Education levels in the accession countries
compare favourably with existing
EU Member States …
According to the latest data (2002), some 78% of the
population aged 25 to 64 in the accession countries
haveatleastupper secondary education.Thepropor-
tion varies from just over 70% in Bulgaria and Roma-
nia to over 85% in the Czech Republic and Slovakia,
well above the EU average (64%) and even further
above the average in existing Objective 1 regions
(only around 40% in such regions in Spain and Italy
and just 20% in Portugal). The one exception is the
German new Länder, in which the proportion is over
90%, higher than in the rest of the country and more
similar to that in the accession countries than the EU,
reflecting their common recent history (Map 1.9).
There is a question mark, however, over how well up-
persecondaryeducationandinitialvocationaltraining
in accession countries equip young people for labour
market needs or to be able to adapt as needs change.
In particular, curricula and teaching structures in
these countries seem not well adjusted to the modern
economy. With only a few exceptions, they tend to
score relatively poorly in international tests of literacy
and numeracy.
… though less so in tertiary education
Theproportionofthepopulationattainingtertiaryedu-
cation tends to be low in the Objective 1 regions of the
Union. In all countries, except Germany where the
newLänderhaveespeciallyhigheducationlevels,the
averageproportionwithauniversitydegreeorequiva-
lent is lower in Objective 1 than in other regions. In
Greece and Portugal, where all regions are Objec-
tive 1, the proportion is below the EU average. Fur-
thermore, although education levels appear to be
improvingingeneral,inthesense thatlargernumbers
of young people have tertiary education than those in
olderagegroups,thereislittlesignofthegapbetween
Objective 1 and other regions being closed.
Therelativenumberofworking-agepopulationwith
tertiary education is also relatively small in most of
theaccessioncountries.Overall,only14%ofthose
aged 25 to 64 have university degrees or the equiv-
alent,wellbelowtheEUaverage(22%).OnlyinEs-
tonia and Lithuania were the figures above the EU
average. In the Czech Republic and Slovakia as
well as in Poland and Romania, the proportion was
only around 10–12%. Nevertheless, this is still
higher thaninPortugalor theObjective1regions of
Italy.
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Composite  Default screenIn most accession countries, the only exceptions be-
ing the three Baltic States, a smaller proportion of
women aged 25 to64 had upper secondary leveledu-
cation than of men, but in most countries, more
women had tertiary level qualifications. In the EU,
women in this age group tend to have lower qualifica-
tionsthanmen—thoughnotinPortugal—butthepo-
sition is changing rapidly as significantly more women
than men in younger age groups continue in educa-
tion beyond basic schooling and go on to university.
Although there has been an increase over time in the
numbers acquiring tertiary level qualifications in the
accession countries, the proportion of 25 to 29 year-
oldswithuniversitydegreesorequivalent(17%)isstill
substantially lower than in the EU (27%).
Educationattainmentlevelsvaryacrossregionsinthe
accession countries as well as in the existing EU. In
general, levels are on average significantly higher in
the capital city regions than in the rest of the country
and, to some extent, in the more prosperous regions
than in the less prosperous.
Less prosperous regions have a
higher level of early school leavers
Significantly more young people leave the education
system with only basic schooling in Objective 1 re-
gionsthaninotherpartsoftheEU.In2002,some26%
of those aged 18 to 24 in Objective
1 regions had no qualifications be-
yond basic schooling and were no
longer in education or training,
twice the proportion in non-
Objective 1 regions. Although
many of these were working, they
are likely to find it increasingly diffi-
cult to find jobs in the knowledge-
based economy as they get older
and as educational requirements
increase. Reducing the number of
such people in Objective 1 regions
can, therefore, make an important
contribution not only to reducing
employment disparities between
regions but also to strengthening their development
prospects
17 (Map A1.8).
In the accession countries, the rate of drop-out from
the education system is in most cases much lower
than in the EU15. Only in Bulgaria, Latvia and Roma-
nia is the proportion of those aged 18 to 24 with only
basic schooling and no longer in education or training
abovetheEUaverage(around20%orjustaboveinall
three cases), though even here, it was still below the
average in Objective 1 regions. In Hungary, it is
around 12%, in Poland, 8% and in the Czech Repub-
lic, Slovakia and Slovenia, only around 5%.
Life-long learning
The capacity of the labour force, as well as busi-
nesses, toadapttochanging marketcircumstances is
akeyfactorinregionalcompetitiveness.Thisrequires
access to training in order to update and extend skills.
Continuing vocational training is, therefore, of as
much importance both to an individual’s career pros-
pects and to the competitiveness of economies as ini-
tial education.
The relative number of those in employment partici-
pating in continuing training is much less in the Cohe-
sioncountries,Irelandapart,thanintherestoftheEU,
according to the latest data available
18. In Spain, the
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Composite  Default screenproportion was only some 25% in 1999 as against an
EU average of 40%, while in Portugal, it was 17% and
Greece, just 15%. (These figures, it should be noted,
coveronlytheenterpriseeconomyandexcludepublic
administration, communal services and agriculture.)
(Graph 1.13).
In the accession countries, continuing training is par-
ticularly important given the restructuring of the econ-
omy and the apparent narrowness of the initial
educationalandtrainingsystem.Despitetherelatively
large proportion of young people attaining upper sec-
ondary level qualifications, most of these tend to train
for a particular vocation which does not necessarily
safeguard their long-term future on the labour market
as the demand for skills changes.
Participationincontinuingtraining,however,seemsin
most cases to be significantly lower in the accession
countries than in the EU. On average, only 17% of
those in employment in the enterprise economy re-
ceived any form of vocational training in 1999, less
than half the proportion in the EU, though similar to
that in Portugal and slightly higher than in Greece.
Only in the Czech Republic was the proportion in re-
ceipt of training above the EU average, if only slightly
(42%). In the other accession countries, apart from
Slovenia (32%), the proportion was under 20%.
There is a clear need, therefore, to expand continuing
traininginthesecountriesandtoprovidemuchwiderac-
cess to lifelong learning. The major difficulty is one of
findingthenecessaryfinancialmeansofachievingthis.
Participation of women in the labour market
The potential of women to contribute to economic ac-
tivityintheEUhasstillnotbeenfullytapped.Whilethe
employment rate of women in the Netherlands, the
UK, Austria and the Nordic countries is already above
the Lisbon target of 60%, in Spain, Greece and Italy,it
is well below.
Women are paid less than men for equivalent work.
Thegenderpaygaphasremainedat16%since1998.
Gender segregation in the labour market persists with
many more men than women working as managers
and in senior positions. Working arrangements are a
major factor underlying the low participation of
women.Moreover,almostathirdofwomeninemploy-
ment work part-time as against less than 5% of men,
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Immigration and the integration of
third-country nationals
Given the prospective decline in population of
working-age in the EU in the years to come and
labour shortages in a number of activities, immi-
gration has taken on new significance.
Thesuccessfulintegrationofimmigrantsintoso-
ciety is important both for social cohesion and
economic efficiency, especially in the context of
the Tampere and Lisbon agendas. Persisting
problems of high unemployment and exclusion
from the labour market among non-EU nation-
als, many of whom are immigrants from third
countries but some of whom are the children of
immigrants who were born in the EU, demon-
strate that greater efforts of integration are
needed.
Policiesforimprovingtheintegrationintosociety
of those migrating into the EU from third coun-
tries as wellas ethnicminoritiesneedto take ac-
count not only of economic and social aspects
but also of cultural and religious diversity, citi-
zenship and political rights. The consequences
of the influx of migrants need, in addition, to be
taken into consideration at regional and local
level.Whileprioritiesvarybetweencountries,in-
tegration policies need to be planned over the
long-term and be responsive to the specific
needs of particular groups.
What is required is not only more coherence be-
tween relevant policies at all levels, but also
closer collaboration both between different lay-
ers of government and between public authori-
ties and the Social Partners, the research
community, local service providers, NGOs and,
above all, migrants themselves.
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facilities.
In all new Member States, the participation of women
in the labour market fell markedly during the early
years of transition. In 2002, in Cyprus and Slovenia,
theemploymentrateofwomenwasjustbelowtheLis-
bon target, while in Poland, the figure was only 47%
and in Malta, just 32%.
Preventing unemployment and
active labour market policies
Preventative measures and active labour market poli-
cies are essential if the full potential of the work force
in the EU is to be tapped. In many Member States, ef-
forts have made efforts to ensure that everyone be-
coming unemployed is given individual job search
assistance and guidance at an early stage. Indeed,
there is a general tendency towards increasing per-
sonalised support and improving the efficiency of
programmes by identifying the needs of job seekers
and giving preference to tailor-made over general
measures.
Effortsare also being made toensure thatyoung peo-
ple have access to training, work experience or some
other employability measure before they have been
unemployed for 6 months and those over 24, for 12
months. There is too little attention, however, given to
the inactive as opposed to those registered as unem-
ployed, which can, in particular, limit the access of
women to labour market programmes.
Equally, there remain differences in the effectiveness
of active labour market policies between different
parts of the Union, and such policies need to be
strengthened especially in regions with high unem-
ployment and a need for restructuring.
This need extends to the new Member States, where
expenditure on active policies seems to be low given
theirhighunemployment—andhighlong-termunem-
ployment — even in relation to levels in Greece and
Portugal which are the lowest in the Union.
The main challenges to be addressed in the future to
achieve the employment objectives set at Lisbon and
increase productivity are:
• to promote the adaptability of workers and enter-
prises, by increasing their capacity to anticipate,
stimulate and absorb change;
• to increase labour participation and make work a
real option for all, especially given the prospectve
decline in working-age population, by breaking
down barriers to the labour market, increasing
employability and preventing unemployment,
making working arrangements more attractive
and ensuring that work pays;
• to invest more, and more effectively, in human
capital, to ensure that low-skilled workers in par-
ticularareabletoacquireandupdatetheirskillsso
that they can remain and progress in work and to
increase educational attainment levels and the
participation of people in training throughout their
working lives so as to make lifelong learning a
reality.
Innovation and the knowledge economy
Knowledge and access to it has become the driving
force for growth in advanced economies like the EU.
Know-how and intellectual capital, much more than
natural resources or the ability to exploit abundant
low-costlabour,havebecomethemajordeterminants
of economic competitiveness since it is through these
that economies can not only increase their productive
efficiency but also develop new products.
Innovation, therefore, holds the key to maintaining
and strengthening competitiveness which in turn is
essential for achieving sustained economic develop-
ment. The capacity to innovate, however, varies
widely across regions in the EU and will do so even
more after enlargement. This reflects similarly wide
differences in access to knowledge and the ability to
exploitit.Unlessthesedifferencescanbenarrowed,it
will be difficult if not impossible to achieve the Lisbon
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knowledge-based economy in the world.
The difficulty faced by policy-makers intent on closing
the innovation gap is to measure both the factors
which give rise to it and their effect on competitive-
ness. The indicators available are partial and need to
be supplemented by more qualitative information
about regional circumstances, the various parties in-
volved in innovative activities — research institutes,
businesses and public authorities — and the relation-
ship between them.
Several indicators are presented below. The picture
theyshow isnotnew,butitconfirms theextentofrela-
tive disadvantage of regions in the accession coun-
tries, as well as those currently designated as
Objective 1.
Both R&D and high-tech activities are highly concen-
trated in the core regions of the present EU. In 1999,
just 8 regions in the present EU accounted for over a
quarter of total R&D expenditure in the Union and 30
were responsible for approximately half. As might be
expected,thereisasimilarconcentrationofpatents—
an indicator, if only a partial one, of the output of inno-
vation — with half of all high-tech applications to the
EU Patent Office being made in just 13 core regions
(Map A1.9).
There are even wider disparities between regions in
business R&D expenditure, which is perhaps most
relevant for assessing the potential contribution of the
innovative effort to competitiveness. While average
business expenditure on R&D in Germany was 1.7%
of GDP, in Finland, 2.2% and in Sweden, 2.7%, in all
regions in Portugal and Greece, except Lisboa, Attika
and Pelopponisos, the figure was under one-tenth of
this at under 0.2% of regional GDP. In Objective 1 re-
gionsacrosstheEUasawhole,businessexpenditure
amounted to less than 0.3% of GDP only just over a
fifth of the average EU level (1.3%) (Map 1.10).
Government expenditure on R&D is much more simi-
lar between regions. Nevertheless, it was still slightly
smaller in relation to GDP in Objective 1 regions in
1999thaninotherareas(between0.15%inSpainand
Greece and 0.21% in Portugal as against an EU aver-
ageof0.27%in1999and,therefore,doesnotbeginto
compensate for the huge difference in the scale of
business spending. This also applies, to a larger ex-
tent, to expenditure in higher education, which was
much the same in Objective 1 regions as in others
(around 0.4% of GDP).
While there was some increase in business expendi-
ture on R&D in Objective 1 regions between 1995 and
1999, this was slightly smaller in relation to GDP than
the growth in non-Objective 1 regions (though spend-
ing increased by more in percentage terms in the for-
mer than the latter). At the same time, government
expenditure rose relative to GDP in Objective 1 re-
gions while in other areas, it fell.
…state aid widen disparities
between Member States…
It is also important to highlight the differing levels of
support which Member States provide to businesses
in the form of state aid for R&D
19. Governments in the
more prosperous countries, with a few notable excep-
tions, give substantially more support for the expendi-
ture which companies undertake than those in less
prosperous ones.
According to the latest data, the scale of support, var-
ied from well over EUR 300 per person employed in
manufacturing in Finland and Austria to only EUR 28
inPortugalandjustEUR12inGreece.(TableA1.9).
Small size of firms is further undermining
innovative capacity in weaker regions
Firms in less favoured regions suffer from being iso-
latedfromthebestinternationalR&Dnetworksandre-
search centres developing new technologies
20. SMEs
in these regions, in particular, have difficulty in finding
out about the latest technological developments and
how to use these and in making contact with suitable
partners elsewhere.
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Composite  Default screenAs recent OECD empirical studies have shown, prod-
uct innovation is predominantly a collective process,
involving interaction both between businesses and
between these and the research institutes which
make up the regional knowledge base. Firms located
in weaker regions are often isolated from contact with
other businesses and research institutes and as a re-
sult innovate less than those elsewhere
21.
R&D activity tends to vary with firm size, particularly in
manufacturing. Regions with a high concentration of
manufacturing employment in small firms, which are
predominantly in the south of the EU, tend to have low
rates of expenditure on R&D. In 2000, the share of em-
ploymentin manufacturing in firms with under 50 people
employed amounted to 47% in Portugal, 53% in Spain
and 56% in Italy (no data available for Greece) as com-
pared with only 27% in the rest of the EU. Moreover,
withinthesecountries,theshareofemploymentinsmall
firmsisevenlargerintheweakerregions—over60%in
Objective1regions insouthernItalyand65%inthosein
Spain, according to estimates
22.
This disparity in firm size between regions is equally
evidentintherestoftheEU.InGermany,forexample,
smallfirmsaccountforathirdofemploymentinmanu-
facturing in the new Länder as against around 20% in
the rest of the country.
Unlikelargefirms,whichusuallyhaveaninternalcapac-
ity for research, SMEs depend largely on their capacity
to access technology and know-how from outside, es-
pecially in their immediate vicinity. According to a recent
survey,businessmeninSMEsratetheacquisitionofad-
vanced equipment and cooperation with suppliers and
customers as the two most important ways to access
new technology, well ahead of conducting in-house
R&D
23.Moreover two outofeverythree managers inter-
viewed across the EU considered networking, in the
form of joint development of new products, sharing
knowledgebetweencompaniesandsoon,asimportant
or very important for innovation.
The sectoral composition of economic activity also
tends to work against weaker regions. High-tech
industry and knowledge-intensive business services
for the most part are concentrated in core regions,
which in itself tends to increase innovative activity,
since much more is spent on R&D in these activities
than in more basic ones in which employment is con-
centrated in less favoured regions (Map 1.11).
Moreover, employment growth in the EU tends to be
concentrated in knowledge-intensive activities, which
means that regions in which such activities are con-
centratedarenotonlylikelytogainincompetitiveness
but they are better placed to generate new jobs. Over
time, this could lead to an increasing concentration of
these activities in the stronger regions and widening
disparities between these and other regions
24.
Innovative activity in the accession countries
Intheaccessioncountries,muchlessisspentonR&D
in relation to GDP than in most of the existing EU
Member States but only slightly less than in Objective
1 regions. In 2001, expenditure amounted, on aver-
age, to under 1% of GDP (0.8%), under half the EU15
average. Expenditure by business enterprises ac-
counted for only just over 45% of this, much less than
in the EU (65%), while the rest was split fairly evenly
between the government sector and higher
education.
BusinessspendingonR&Dintheaccessioncountries
relative to GDP, therefore, was only around a third of
the average level in the EU but marginally higher than
in Objective 1 regions taken together. Government
outlays in the accession countries were much the
same in relation to GDP as the average for both the
EU and Objective 1 regions, but higher education
spending on R&D was only around half the EU and
Objective 1 average.
There was less variation in spending between the ac-
cession countries than in the present EU. The Czech
Republic and Slovenia, reflecting their relative pros-
perity, had the highest expenditure, but this was only
around 1½% of GDP, less than in most Member
States but more than in the four Cohesion countries
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Composite  Default screenplus Italy. Bulgaria, Romania and Latvia had the low-
estlevels,ataround ½%ofGDP,similar tothelevelin
Portugal but slightly below that in Greece. In the other
countries, expenditure was much the same as in the
existing Objective 1 regions outside Germany.
As in the EU,the main reason for the variation in over-
all expenditure on R&D is the difference in business
expenditure. While this accounted for around 60% of
total spending in the Czech Republic and Slovenia, it
wasresponsiblefor40%orlessofspendingin6ofthe
other 8 countries.
Again as in the EU, there was little change over the
second half of the 1990s in the level of spending on
R&D relative to GDP in the accession countries taken
together. Overall, there was a slight fall and the share
of expenditure accounted for by businesses declined
rather than increasing as in the Union. Only in the
Czech Republic, Hungary and Lithuania did overall
expenditure on R&D rise in relation to GDP between
1995 and 2001. In Romania and Slovakia, it declined
markedly.
R&D concentrated in the most
prosperous regions just as in the EU15
There is a clear tendency, as in the EU, for expendi-
ture on R&D to occur disproportionately in the more
prosperous regions within each of the accession
countries. This is particularly evident in Bulgaria,
where80%ofallspendingtookplaceinYugozapaden
where Sofia is located. It is almost as evident in Hun-
gary and the Czech Republic, in both of which over
60% of spending occurred in the capital city and sur-
rounding region. Indeed,thelevelofspending relative
to GDP in Prague and the surrounding region of
Stredny Cechy taken together amounted to almost
2½% of GDP, which is significantly higher than in any
region in Spain or Italy and above the level in all
French regions apart from Ile de France and Midi-
Pyrénées. Similarly, in Poland, expenditure in
Mazowieckie, in which Warsaw is located, amounted
toaround1½%ofGDP,overtwicethelevelinallother
Polish regions, except one (Malopolskie).
This relative concentration of expenditure in the more
prosperous regions, however, owes much less to the
location of business spending than in the EU. (The
one exception is Stredny Cechy in the Czech Repub-
lic, where the high level of spending is wholly due to
the scale of expenditure by business enterprises.) In
Prague,businessspendingonR&DinrelationtoGDP
wasbelowthenationalaverageandthehighexpendi-
ture overall is the result of high spending by govern-
ment and higher education establishments. Similarly,
inbothHungaryandPoland,governmentspendingon
R&D was substantially greater in the capital city re-
gions than elsewhere in the country, though in both
casesthiswasaccompaniedbybusinessexpenditure
in these regions also being high, if less so.
ICT offers new opportunities
to firms and regions
Information and communications technology (ICT)
has brought both new opportunities and challenges
forbusinessesandrepresentsanewfactorofregional
competitiveness. For regions, ICT has increased the
paceofchangewithpotentiallyprofoundeffectsonliv-
ing and working conditions and on the territorial distri-
bution of economic activity.
… but disparities remain in terms
of regional access to ICT …
From a cohesion perspective, ICT seems to offer a
major opportunity for reducing the ‘friction of distance’
and the problems of remoteness which many periph-
eral regions — and even more, outermost areas —
suffer from. At the same time, however, there is grow-
ing concern over the territorial dimension of the so-
called ‘digital divide’ and a fear that restrictions on ac-
cess to ICT networks or limitations in the ability of en-
terprises and households to use the new technology
could serve to widen rather then narrow disparities in
regional performance.
Although the pattern of development of different as-
pects of ICT varies, a number of regional disparities
are already evident:
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Composite  Default screen• there is a north-south divide in the present EU in
the development of most of the new technologies,
which is broadly tantamount to a divide between
cohesion and non-Cohesion countries;
• there is a west-east divide, between the existing
EUMemberStatesandtheaccessioncountriesin
the rate of penetration of all new technologies.
There is, however, evidence of some catching up
asadoptionofseveralkeytechnologiesisgrowing
morerapidlyintheaccession countriesthaninthe
EU15;
• there are considerable differences between ac-
cession countries in the rate of ICT development
though, as in the EU, this varies between different
aspects; for example, in 2001, the number of
Internet users in Estonia and Slovenia was only
slightlybelowtheEUaveragebutinRomanialess
than one-fifth of the average;
• therearedisparities betweenregions withincoun-
tries, with, in general, the pace of development in
metropolitan areas, particularly large cities, being
in advance of other parts and with rural areas lag-
ging behind.
So far as telecommunications is concerned, the num-
ber of fixed telephone lines relative to population
remains relatively low in the Cohesion countries,
Greece apart, as compared with the rest of EU and
hasshownlittletendencytoincreaseinrelativeterms.
In Spain and Portugal, therefore, there were 44 lines
per 100 people in 2001 as against an EU average of
55, while in Ireland (49) as well as in Italy (47), it was
also below average.
Intheaccession countries,thenumberoffixedlinesis
evensmaller. Leavingaside Cyprus and Malta,where
thenumberoflinesrelativetopopulationisaroundthe
EUaverage,inalltheaccession countries,therewere
onaverage40linesorlessper100peoplein2001,the
figure varyingfrom40 in Sloveniaand 38 in theCzech
Republic to30inPoland,29inSlovakiaandonly19in
Romania. Unlike in the EU, however, these numbers
have risen significantly since the mid-1990s, though
more recent evidence suggests that the increase in a
numberofcountriesseemstohavecometoanendas
ISDN and mobile lines develop (Graph 1.14).
The comparatively small number of fixed lines in rela-
tiontopopulationinthesouthernEUMemberStatesis
offset in some degree by greater use of mobile tele-
phones.InItalyandPortugal,therefore,thenumberof
subscriptions to cellular mobile services in 2001 was
above the EU average (84 and 78 per 100 people, re-
spectively, as against an average of 74). In Spain, the
number was the same as the EU average, though in
Greece, it was below (68), less
than anywhere else in the EU15,
except France and Germany.
In the accession countries, the
numberofmobilesubscriptionsrel-
ative to population were in nearly
all cases lower than in the EU in
2001. The two exceptions were the
CzechRepublic,wherethenumber
per 100 inhabitants was the same
as in Greece (or Germany), and
Slovenia,where itwas thesame as
inPortugalandabovetheEU15av-
erage. Elsewhere, the number
rangedfrom54inEstoniaand49in
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Composite  Default screenHungary to 25 in Poland and just 20 in Bulgaria and
Romania. Nevertheless, in all countries, the figure is
rising steadily.
Although mobile telephones and the services they
provide have become important for business effi-
ciency, access to these has come to be taken for
granted even in the less developed parts of the EU.
This is not the case for broadband lines, which can
make a much bigger contribution to business effi-
ciency by providing, in particular, high-speed access
to the Internet, enabling large amounts of data to be
transferred and opening the way for the development
of new online applications. Moreover, the use of
broadband can reduce communication costs dramati-
cally, so reinforcing the boost to competitiveness that
it can involve. Access to broadband, however, varies
markedly across the EU and across regions within
countries, the least prosperous areas having least ac-
cess,andthisseemssettocontinueintothefuture.Al-
ready, therefore, broadband appears to be widening
the digital divide rather than narrowing it.
The number of broadband lines in relation to popula-
tionishighest,accordingtothemostrecentdataavail-
able(for2002)inDenmarkandBelgium,reaching7–8
per 100 people, and lowest in Greece and Ireland, at
lessthan1lineper100,withthefigureinItalyandPor-
tugal being only slightly higher. In Spain, on the other
hand,itwas 2per 100,thesame as
in France or the UK.
25
Intheaccessioncountries,accessto
broadbandis,forthemostpart,even
more limited than in the Cohesion
countries,themainexceptionsbeing
Estonia and Slovenia. Here as in the
EU, how quickly someone is able to
havebroadbandinstalledor,indeed,
whether they will be able to have it at
all, depends on where they are lo-
cated, whether centrally or peripher-
ally. In a number of the more remote
areas, access is likely to prove prob-
lematic for some time to come.
26
The spread of broadband is closely related to the use
of the Internet, which also varies across the EU to a
large extent in line with levels of prosperity. In 2002,
around 40% of households in the EU15 had access to
the Internet, but around 65% in Denmark, the Nether-
lands and Sweden as against around 30% in Spain
and Portugal and only 9% in Greece.
In the accession countries, fewer households in
general have Internet access than in the EU15.
Only in Slovenia was the proportion close to EU av-
eragein2002(at38%),thoughinCyprusandMalta
(just over 30% in both cases), it is about the same
as in Spain and Portugal. In other countries, the
proportion ranges from 21% in Estonia and 17% in
the Czech Republic to only 7% in Latvia, 4% in
Slovakia and 2% in Bulgaria (there are no data for
Romania). Nevertheless, except for the latter
groups of countries, the figure was still higher than
in Greece (Graph 1.15).
These generally low proportions in part reflect the
technical difficulty of gaining access to the Internet
in these countries and as these difficulties are re-
solved, they will undoubtedly increase. The extent
of the increase, however, may well depend on both
the spread ofbroadband and the services available
on the Internet. Although the proportion of house-
holds with access to the Internet may not directly
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Composite  Default screenhave a bearing on economic performance, indi-
rectlyittendstoreflectboththetechnicalabilitiesof
people and their receptiveness to new technology,
both of which can be important in economic devel-
opment. Nevertheless, it is take-up and use of the
Internet and other new technology by business
which is likely to have a more direct influence on
competitiveness.
Internet access by enterprises as would be ex-
pected is far higher than for households, with al-
most all firms above a minimal size having access
in most Member States. In 2002, almost 80% of en-
terprises in the EU15 with more than 10 people em-
ployed had an Internet connection, with only a
relatively small variation between countries. The
proportion, therefore, was only slightly below the
EU average in Greece (74%), which had the lowest
figure in the Union, and around the average in
Spain and Portugal. (No data are available for the
accession countries.)
Accordingtothelatestsurveydata
27,themajorityof
enterprises of this size also had a website. How-
ever, the proportion of them using the Internet to
sell their products or services varied by more than
those with access, under 10% selling online in
Spain, Greece and Portugal as compared with
some 30% in Germany and the UK.
In the coming years, particular attention needs to be
given to:
• developing new innovation promotion policies
which focus much more on theprovision ofcollec-
tive business and technology services to groups
of firms which can affect their innovative behav-
iour, rather than direct grants to individual firms
which tend only to reduce costs temporarily;
• developing new policies to strengthen the capac-
ity of SMEs to innovate through business net-
works and clusters and improving their links with
the knowledge base, including with universities
and research centres;
• encouraging the development of the indigenous
R&D potential of weaker regions and their capac-
ity to adapt technological advances made else-
where to local circumstances and needs;
• facilitatingaccessofresearchers,businessesand
others in less favoured regions to international
networks of excellence, sources of new technol-
ogy and potential R&D partners.
Regional governance and institutional
performance in the knowledge-based economy
It is widely accepted that good governance and an ef-
fective institutional structure are an important source
of regional competitiveness through facilitating coop-
eration between the various parties involved in both
the public and private sectors. In particular, they can
improve collective processes of learning and the cre-
ation, transfer and diffusion of knowledge and trans-
fer, which are critical for innovation. In addition, they
can cement networks and public-private partnerships
and so stimulate successful regional clusters as well
as regional innovation strategies and policies. They
are important for less-favoured regions which tend to
havedeficientsystemsofgovernanceandinadequate
understanding of science and technology policy is-
sues yet face significant economic, technological and
social change.
Evidence from research and pilot policy actions
28
suggests public policy can contribute to good gov-
ernance, though promoting public and private part-
nerships and business networks, as well as
improving the institutional capacity of regional au-
thorities responsible for innovation.
The establishment of a regional framework for inter-
firm cooperation is of paramount importance for the
promotion of innovation in SMEs in particular. Such
cooperation and the networks that are formed help to
translate knowledge into economic opportunity, while
at the same time building the relationships between
people and organisations which can act as a catalyst
for innovation.
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Composite  Default screenExperienceshowsthatgoodgovernancerequiresa
shift from a traditional top-down approach towards
a more open form involving all the relevant parties
in a particular region. Such partnerships should ex-
tend to all the policy areas relevant for economic,
scientific and social development (an integrated
approach) and should ideally establish a long-term
policy horizon (a strategic approach).
It is evident that the comparative advantages that
drive innovation and investment are as much a re-
gional characteristic as a national one. For regions
to succeed, “they must harness their own mix of as-
sets, skills and ideas to compete in a global market
and develop unused potential.”
29
Regionalauthoritiesareinastrategicpositiontodo
this and, in particular, to set up public-private co-
operation networks, which are important for
knowledge-based economic development, and to
create a suitable climate for effective innovation
adapted to local SME needs. They are well placed
to coordinate different elements (policies and insti-
tutions) of the regional innovation system, starting
from an analysis of the development needs of local
firms and the principal obstacles facing them, and
toraiseawarenessoftheimportanceofinnovation.
A national innovation policy for SMEs is, therefore,
difficult to implement without a close relationship
with regional authorities with a detailed knowledge
of key parties involved in R&D in regions and of the
productivebase.Atthesametime,regionalinnova-
tion policies need to be coordinated with the major
nationalandinternationalR&Dnetworks,including,
universities and research centres.
Equally, such policies cannot be effectively devel-
oped without the direct participation of the private
sector in planning and implementation and without
the agreement and active support of others in-
volved in R&D and innovation in the region —
semi-public agencies, technology centres, univer-
sities and trade unions.
Environmental protection: achieving
the Gothenburg objectives
In 2001, the European Council in Gothenburg added
theenvironmentasthethirdstrandtotheLisbonstrat-
egyforeconomicandsocialdevelopment,soconfirm-
ing the commitment to sustainability. EU policy is,
therefore, aimed at creating a ‘virtuous circle’ within
which regional development both reduces economic
and social disparities and leads to an improvement in
the environment.
There are, however, substantial differences between
Member States and regions as regards the present
stateoftheenvironment,thenatureandscaleofprob-
lemswhichthreatenitandthelocalcapacitytocombat
them.
Although data at the regional level are incomplete,
the indicators which can be constructed tend to
show a positive association between the state of
the environment and economic and social
performance.
Water
Access to clean water and the preservation of fresh
water supplies is a factor of regional competitiveness.
Many economic activities, such as agriculture, elec-
tricity generation and tourism, consume large quanti-
ties of water but at the same time are dependent on
both the maintenance of supplies and the preserva-
tion of the environment in order to continue in
operation.
Water,however,isscarce andinanumber ofregions,
the amount abstracted annually is at or above critical
levels (20% or more of the total resources) so threat-
ening local eco-systems. Periodic droughts, such as
in the summer of 2003, can add to this pressure. Re-
gions inthesouthoftheEU,especially island regions,
tend to be the worst affected and a number are de-
pendenttoalargeextentonwaterfromtheseaandon
imports.
THIRD REPORT ON ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL COHESION
Part 1 — Cohesion, competitiveness, employment and growth
59
0
5
25
75
95
100
0
5
25
75
95
100
0
5
25
75
95
100
0
5
25
75
95
100
co_en_2003_re_final.ps
C:\co_en_2003\co_en_2003_re_final.vp
Tuesday, March 02, 2004 12:09:19 PM
Color profile: Generic CMYK printer profile
Composite  Default screenConsumptionofwaterisespeciallyhighinthesouthof
Europe, in the Cohesion countries and Objective 1 re-
gions in Italy. In many regions in Spain and Greece, it
exceeds 270 litres a head a day and poses a major
challenge to public authorities. In the accession coun-
tries, consumption is generally below the EU15 aver-
age, though less so in Bulgaria and Romania.
Sustainable management of water uses needs to be
based on the principle of integrated river basin man-
agement — in line with the Water Framework Direc-
tive — which means limiting abstraction in line with
availability, ensuring reasonable prices and involving
people in tackling problems.
Following the adoption of the Urban Waste Water
Treatment Directive in 1991, there was substantial in-
vestment across the EU in the construction and main-
tenance of infrastructure and, as a result, recovery of
waste water has increased significantly during the
past decade. Nevertheless, there are still marked dif-
ferences between countries and regions. The propor-
tion of population connected to waste water treatment
plants remains relatively small in Objective 1 regions
and Cohesion countries, at only around 50% as com-
pared with 80–90% in the Nordic countries. The pro-
portion is also relatively small in many accession
countries.
Waste
Eachyear,1.3billiontonnesofwastearegeneratedin
the EU, giving rise not only to loss of resources but
also to major environmental problems if disposed of
by landfill or incineration instead of being recycled,
which Community policy is aimed at encouraging.
Though agriculture and industrial activities remain
largeproducers ofwaste,municipalwastehascontin-
ued to increase in the EU15 over the past decade,
though in a few Member States it has fallen.
On average around 480 kgs of municipal waste per
head of population is collected each year in the EU. In
Objective 1 regions taken together, the figure is much
the same, but in the Cohesion countries, it is signifi-
cantly larger (550 kgs per head). In the accession
countries, on the other hand, in part reflecting their
lower real income levels, it is smaller (just below
400 kgs).
Half of the waste produced is disposed of through
landfill in the EU, so contributing to increased green-
house gases and other emissions. Whereas the aver-
age amount of waste in the EU15 which is landfilled is
under 300 kgs per head, in the Cohesion countries, it
is around 340 kgs and in Objective 1 regions taken to-
gether, 380 kgs. Levels are higher in the accession
countries. Recycling, which is beneficial for the envi-
ronment (and can have a net positive effect on em-
ployment and economic activity) and which has been
encouraged by several Directives, is still of minor im-
portance (Map 1.12). Community waste policy is
geared towards promoting prevention, recycling and
re-use rather than final disposal.
Climate Change
Climate change is caused by man-made greenhouse
gases, the most prominent of which come from emis-
sions of carbon dioxide from the combustion of fossil
fuels. Among the most visible effects of climate
changearesummerheatwaves,whichcancausefor-
est fires and devastate crops as well as increasing
mortality rates (the summer of 2003 provides a forc-
ible reminder of the effects). It can also increase the
frequency of extreme weather events, such as
droughts, floods and violent storms. Measures intro-
duced or proposed at Community level, such as the
Directive on Integrated Pollution Prevention and Con-
trol (IPPC) and the framework legislation on national
airemissionceilings,enablepolicy-makerstotakeac-
count of variations in local conditions.
Ten of the 15 present Member States are a long way
from achieving their agreed share of the emissions
target to meet the commitment under the Kyoto proto-
col (to reduce emissions by 8% as compared with
1990 by 2010). These include all the Cohesion coun-
tries. (In Ireland, in particular, emissions in 2001 were
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Composite  Default screen31% higher than in 1990, as against the increase of
13% allowed between 1990 and 2008–2012 — Table
A1.10).
In the accession countries, emissions declined by
much more than in the EU over the 1990s, principally
because of the large decline in heavy industries.
The differences between countries in terms of the
main sources of emissions are revealing. While en-
ergy production in the accession countries contrib-
utes more than half of total emissions, because of
the greater reliance on fossil fuels, in the Cohesion
countries and the rest of the EU, it contributes less
than a third. On the other hand, transport accounts
for 21% of emissions in both the Cohesion coun-
tries and the EU15 as whole (a figure which has
grownduringthepastdecade)butforonly8%inthe
accession countries, though this is set to increase
rapidlyasroadtransportandtheuseofcarsexpand
(Table A1.11).
Biodiversity
Around two-thirds of the European wetlands that ex-
isted 100 years ago have been lost. Urban sprawl, on
the one hand, and abandonment of land as result of
economicrestructuringinperipheralareasandtheac-
cession countries, on the other, pose an ongoing
threat to biodiversity.
Natura 2000 is aimed at preserving habitats and birds
life in Europe through the establishment of a network
of protected natural areas, encompassing more than
20,000 sites which have been either designated or
proposed. These cover almost 15% of the total land
area oftheEU15and thenumber ofsites willincrease
with enlargement.
Environmental standards are an integral part
of economic, social and territorial cohesion
Different environmental standards can create new di-
viding lines between those living in a clean and
healthy environment and those who do not. If
standardsarerespected,theycanmakeregionsmore
attractivetoinvestorswhileimprovingthequalityoflife
for the people living there.
In the EU15, priority in the past has tended to be ac-
corded to economic rather than environmental objec-
tives.Althoughtherelativeimportanceattachedtothe
latterhasvariedmarkedly,cohesionpolicyhasgener-
ally had stronger effects on economic and social indi-
cators than on the environment.
Nevertheless, cohesion policy has helped the less
prosperous Member States to comply with the EU
environmental requirements (particularly as re-
gards the directives for waste management, water
supply and urban wastewater which involve heavy
investmentininfrastructure)andcancontinuetodo
so in the coming years when attention will focus on
preventingairpollution.Thegrowthoftransportisa
particularconcerninthisregard,sinceunlessthere
is a shift to more environmentally-friendly means,
economic growth will continue to be accompanied
by increasing emissions.
This is particularly relevant for the accession coun-
tries, where the pent-up demand for cars and the poor
state of the railways threatens to give rise to a sub-
stantial growth in road use and consequent
emissions.
In the coming years, special attention needs to be
given to sustainable development, in particular by:
• helping the new Member States achieve full com-
pliancewiththeacquis,particularlyasregards the
Directives on waste management, water supply,
urbanwastewater andairqualitywhichentailsub-
stantial investment;
• supporting the development of eco-industries and
the use of cleaner technologies, especially in
SMEs;
• rehabilitatingderelictindustrialsitesinsteadofde-
veloping new greenfield ones;
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Composite  Default screen• providing incentives for the use of cleaner meth-
odsoftransportandvehiclesaswellasfortheuse
of renewable energy;
• helping regions most exposed to natural hazards
to develop preventative measures;
• stimulating investment for promoting biodiversity
and nature protection;
• ensuringadequatewaterandwastemanagement
in areas with geographical handicaps and suffi-
cient protection of their natural resources, so im-
proving their attractiveness for business
expansion and inward investment.
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1 Those in which Gross National Product per head was below 90% of the EU average, in the early 1990s.
2 See the European Commission’s economic forecasts, Autumn 2003.
3 Regional data for GDP per head are available only up until 2001.
4 Thesefigures donotinclude theeffect ofGermanunification andthesubstantial growthofGDPin thenewLänderbetween1991and
1994.
5 See European Commission, Employment in Europe 2002 and European Competitiveness Report 2002.
6 United Nations, Demographic projections, 2002
7 Thoseatriskofpovertyaredefinedashavingan“equivalisedincome”(whichtakesintoaccountthehouseholdsizeandcomposition)
below 60% of the national median level. Social transfers in this case do not include retirement or survivors’ pensions, which are
treated as acquired rights resulting from previous contribution and counted as income before transfers.
8 It is important to bear in mind limitations to the data when comparing the relative risk of poverty by household type. In particular, the
income figures do not include imputed rent — or money saved by people by owning the accommodation in which they live — or
interest receipts. Both of these items will tend to reduce the relative risk of poverty of older people, who are more likely to own their
accommodation(thoughtheextentofthisvariesbetweencountries)andwhohaveoftenaccumulatedsavingswhichearninterest.
9 See, in particular, Regions: Statistical yearbook, 2003, European Commission, Luxembourg, ‘Household accounts’.
10 In total 1595 urban areas with a population of over 50,000 were examined in the enlarged EU in terms of population, their
attractiveness to businesses and their sectors of economic activity.
11 Highlands and Islands with only just over 9 inhabitants per square km is the only other region outside of Sweden and Finland where
the population density is under 10.
12 GDP growth has also been relatively low over this period in the Highlands and Islands and both employment and population have
declined.
13 Density is measured by a composite index which indicates a region’s endowment (arithmetic average of the ratios of length of roads
relative to land area and relative to population), expressed relative to the EU average.
14 The European Employment Strategy Guidelines recommend that there should be sufficient day nursery and pre-school places
conveniently located to enable all women to work if they so choose.
15 See Part 2 below.
16 See Employment in Europe 2002, pp 115-133.
17 Thetarget set at the Lisbon Summit is to halve the proportion of those aged 18 to 24 withloweducation whoarenot receiving training
by 2010.
18 From the Continuing Vocational Training Survey, Eurostat, 2002.
19 State aid is considered as direct transfers to enterprises under the form of grants, tax exemptions, equity participation, soft loans, tax
deferrals and guarantees calculated so as to harmonise the state aid component data into a common comparable indicator across
countries.
20 The regional dimension of the European Research Area, COM(2001) 549 final.
21 According to a recent business survey in Greece, Spain and Portugal, most managers considered that advanced technologies they
might need were better available elsewhere than in their own country.
22 Estimates based on Labour Force Survey data on size of local unit which are aligned with data from the Structure of Business
Statistics on size of enterprise.
23 Innobarometer 2001, Flash Eurobarometer 100, 2002.
24 See Productivity: The Key to Competitiveness of European Economies and Enterprises, COM(2002) 262 final, which shows that net
job creation was concentrated in high-tech and high-education sectors in the EU between 1995 and 2000, p.13.
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25 Data from European Commission, Telecommunications Regulatory Package — VIII Implementation Report — Annex 1, December
2002.
26 As it becomes increasingly apparent that competitive ADSL offers are unlikely to spread to ‘unprofitable’ and peripheral regions in
Europe, governments and regional authorities are faced with the problem of howto ensure these regions have access to broadband.
Some commentators have suggested that wireless-based technology will provide the solution in more remote areas, since its does
not involve high engineering costs. However, the technology is not free, since it has to be based either on satellite or terrestrial
networks,bothofwhichentailcontinuingaswellasinitialcosts.Nevertheless,wirelessoffersthepotentialatleastofclosingthedigital
divide between regions.
27 eEurope Benchmarking Report, COM(2002) 62 final, 2002.
28 Regional Innovation Strategies financed by the Structural Funds.
29 Conclusions of the Chair, OECD High level Meeting, Martigny, Switzerland, July 2003.
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A1.2 Change in GDP, employment, productivity and population in groups of Objective 1 regions, 1994-2001
Annual average % change
GDP Employed GDP/employed Population GDP per head
All Objective 1 3.0 1.4 1.6 0.0 2.8
PT and EL 3.5 1.2 2.3 0.4 3.1
IE 9.3 5.0 4.0 1.0 8.2
ES Objective 1 3.4 2.9 0.5 0.4 3.0
ES non-Objective 1 3.6 2.6 1.0 0.4 3.2
DE Objective 1 1.7 -0.3 2.0 -0.5 2.2
DE non-Objective 1 1.6 0.8 0.8 0.3 1.3
IT Objective 1 1.9 0.3 1.6 0.0 1.9
IT non-Objective 1 2.1 1.2 0.9 0.3 1.8
Other Objective 1 2.4 1.7 0.6 0.1 2.2
EU15 2.5 1.3 1.2 0.3 2.2
Source: Eurostat, Regional accounts and DG REGIO calculations
A1.3 The statistical effect in Objective 1 regions (based on GDP per head in PPS, average 1999–2001)
In EU15 In EU15 In N10 In EU25
All variables relative to average GDP per head in EU15 or EU25 as specified: EU15 EU25 EU25 EU25
Number of regions falling below 75% of average GDP/head 50 33 36 69
Population in these regions (millions) 73 54 69 123
Population as % of EU15/N10 19.2 14.2 92.4
Population as % of EU25 11.9 15.2 27.1
Average GDP/head (PPS) of these regions as % EU15/EU25 average 65.1 69.3 46.0 56.2
N10: new Member States
Source: Eurostat, Regional accounts and calculations DG REGIO
A1.1 Employment rates in EU15, 1996 and 2002
% of working-age pop.
1996 2002
EU15 59.9 64.2
Other Member States 61.7 65.1
Cohesion countries 51.5 60.2
Greece 54.9 56.9
Spain 47.6 58.4
Ireland 54.9 65.0
Portugal 62.3 68.6
Source: Eurostat, LFS
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A1.4 Structure of employment rates in accession countries and the EU, 2002
% of population employed 15-64
A. accession
countries
B. Obj. 1 regions C. non-Obj.1
regions
Difference B-A Difference C-A
Agriculture 10.7 5.2 1.9 -5.5 -8.8
Mining, gas, electr., water 1.9 0.7 0.7 -1.2 -1.2
Basic manufacturing 8.9 6.5 7.8 -2.4 -1.1
Chemicals and refining 0.6 0.4 1.0 -0.2 0.4
Engineering industries 2.8 1.7 4.5 -1.1 1.7
Construction 3.4 6.4 4.8 3.0 1.4
Basic services 14.2 17.4 20.5 3.2 6.3
Advanced services 3.3 4.3 9.1 1.0 5.8
Communal services 6.9 7.4 11.4 0.5 4.5
Public administration 3.4 4.8 4.9 1.4 1.5
Total employment rate 56.2 54.9 66.7 -1.3 10.5
Agriculture 10.7 5.2 1.9 -5.5 -8.8
Industry 17.7 15.8 18.8 -1.9 1.1
Services 27.8 34.0 45.9 6.2 18.1
Source: Eurostat, LFS
A1.5 Unemployment rates in EU15, 1996 and
2002
% of labour force
1996 2002
EU15 10.7 7.8
Other Member States 9.5 7.5
Cohesion countries 17.0 9.6
Greece 9.7 10.0
Spain 22.3 11.4
Ireland 11.9 4.3
Portugal 7.4 5.1
Source: Eurostat, LFS
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8 A1.6 Population at risk of poverty, 2000*
% of households within each type
BE DK DE EL ES FR IE IT LU NL AT PT FI SE UK EU15
Without children Single adults 30-64 14.6 35.0 18.8 15.0 21.0 17.7 33.0 16.0 10.2 18.9 12.7 28.0 30.7 24.1 21.2 17.8
Single adults >64 27.0 40.0 19.0 38.0 43.0 27.0 79.0 29.0 7.0 3.0 35.0 46.0 45.0 17.0 35.0 29.0
Couples - at least
one >64
26.0 22.0 7.0 36.0 24.0 16.0 37.0 14.0 8.0 5.0 18.0 32.0 8.0 4.0 17.0 16.0
Couples - both <65 8.0 5.0 8.0 17.0 14.0 11.0 14.0 12.0 6.0 4.0 10.0 13.0 5.0 5.0 9.0 10.0
3 adults 8.0 7.0 5.0 18.0 8.0 12.0 8.0 15.0 5.0 9.0 7.0 10.0 10.0 : 5.0 9.0
With children Single adult 25.0 10.0 36.0 37.0 42.0 35.0 42.0 23.0 35.0 45.0 23.0 39.0 11.0 16.0 50.0 35.0
Couple 8.9 4.9 11.0 14.0 24.7 14.4 26.2 21.7 16.2 11.2 10.2 20.2 5.0 7.2 15.8 15.7
3 adults 15.0 4.0 11.0 23.0 18.0 14.0 10.0 24.0 26.0 18.0 9.0 23.0 7.0 : 13.0 16.0
All households 13.0 11.0 11.0 20.0 19.0 15.0 21.0 19.0 12.0 11.0 12.0 20.0 11.0 10.0 17.0 15.0
* Households with income per head less than 60% of median household income in the country concerned.
Source: Eurostat, ECHP, November 2003
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A1.7 Household composition of population at risk of poverty, 2000*
% of all households at risk of poverty
BE DK DE EL ES FR IE IT LU NL AT PT FI SE UK EU15
Households at risk of poverty
Without children Single adults 30-64 5.0 19.8 16.0 2.0 3.0 6.9 6.0 2.0 5.0 15.0 8.0 1.0 33.0 32.7 8.2 9.0
Single adults >64 11.0 16.8 13.0 8.8 6.0 7.8 14.0 7.1 3.0 2.0 17.0 6.1 23.0 10.9 14.3 10.0
Couples - at least
one >64
7.0 9.9 8.0 5.9 5.0 7.8 3.0 4.0 7.0 7.0 9.0 4.0 6.0 7.9 8.2 7.0
Couples - both <65 24.0 24.8 6.0 20.6 11.0 11.8 9.0 7.1 6.0 4.0 10.0 12.1 6.0 4.0 11.2 10.0
3 adults 7.0 5.0 8.0 18.6 9.0 8.8 5.0 19.2 7.0 7.0 10.0 10.1 7.0 0.0 4.1 9.0
With children Single adult 6.0 2.0 7.0 2.9 3.0 7.8 5.0 1.0 4.0 15.0 5.0 3.0 3.0 12.9 17.3 7.0
Couple 30.0 18.8 29.0 24.5 37.0 41.2 45.0 38.4 43.0 39.0 26.0 32.3 18.0 31.7 29.6 34.0
3 adults 10.0 3.0 13.0 16.7 26.0 7.8 13.0 21.2 25.0 11.0 15.0 31.3 4.0 0.0 7.1 14.0
All households 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
* Households with income per head less than 60% of median household income in the country concerned.
Source: Eurostat, ECHP, November 2003
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0 A1.8 Areas with geographical constraints: main indicators, 2001
Islands (1) Outermost regions Sparsely
populated regions
(2)
EU 15 average (2) Objective 1
Regions (2)
Mountain regions (3)
EU 15 (3, 4) N12 (5)
Total population (1000 inh.) 9423 3943 2122 379604 82912 66789 18541
Area (km²) 94466 99638 424022 3243415 1027018 1322910 240960
Population density (inh./km²)
Average 99.8 39.6 5.0 117.0 80.7 50.5 76.9
Minimum 8.5 2.0 3.3 2.0 2.0 : :
Maximum 336.5 343.3 9.7 8648.1 4571.0 : :
GDP/head (PPS) (EU-15=100)
Average 71.7 68.4 87.6 100.0 67.1 : :
Minimum 60.0 48.2 75.7 48.2 48.2 : :
Maximum 141.6 78.4 96.8 263.4 94.7 : :
Unemployment rate (%)
Average 16.1 16.1 10.4 7.8 14.2 8.9 12.1
Minimum 2.9 2.5 5.9 2.5 2.5 : :
Maximum 20.1 29.3 14.1 29.3 29.3 : :
Employment by sector (% of tot.
empl.)
Agriculture 10.5 5.3 6.4 4.0 9.0 5.6 15.8
Industry 20.8 19.4 24.6 28.2 28.2 34.3 37.2
Services 68.7 75.3 69.0 67.7 62.8 60.1 47.0
(1) island NUTS 2 or NUTS 3 regions
(2) defined at NUTS 2 level
(3) unemployment data does not include EL, employment data does not include ES and EL
(4) employment data does not include the French overseas departments
(5) unemployment and employment data include only BG, CZ, HU, RO, SI, SK
Source: all data from EUROSTAT except Mountain regions from the study 'Mountain Areas', (defined at NUTS 5 level) adjusted to be comparable with Eurostat data
0
5
2
5
7
5
9
5
1
0
0
0
5
2
5
7
5
9
5
1
0
0
0
5
2
5
7
5
9
5
1
0
0
0
5
2
5
7
5
9
5
1
0
0
c
o
_
e
n
_
2
0
0
3
_
r
e
_
f
i
n
a
l
.
p
s
C
:
\
c
o
_
e
n
_
2
0
0
3
\
c
o
_
e
n
_
2
0
0
3
_
r
e
_
f
i
n
a
l
.
v
p
T
u
e
s
d
a
y
,
 
M
a
r
c
h
 
0
2
,
 
2
0
0
4
 
1
2
:
0
9
:
2
0
 
P
M
C
o
l
o
r
 
p
r
o
f
i
l
e
:
 
G
e
n
e
r
i
c
 
C
M
Y
K
 
p
r
i
n
t
e
r
 
p
r
o
f
i
l
e
C
o
m
p
o
s
i
t
e
 
 
D
e
f
a
u
l
t
 
s
c
r
e
e
nT
H
I
R
D
R
E
P
O
R
T
O
N
E
C
O
N
O
M
I
C
A
N
D
S
O
C
I
A
L
C
O
H
E
S
I
O
N
P
a
r
t
1
—
C
o
h
e
s
i
o
n
,
c
o
m
p
e
t
i
t
i
v
e
n
e
s
s
,
e
m
p
l
o
y
m
e
n
t
a
n
d
g
r
o
w
t
h
7
1
A1.9 State aid to R&D and manufacturing, average 1999-2001
State aid to
manufacturing
State aid to R&D in
manufacturing
Employment in
manufacturing
State aid to manufacturing per person
employed in sector
State aid to R&D per person employed
in manufacturing
State aid to R&D as
% of total state aid
to manufacturing
EUR million EUR million 1000 EUR/employed Index,
EU15=100
EUR/employed Index,
EU15=100
%
EU15 23460 4513 30077 780 100 150 100 19.2
BE 639 152 652 979 125 234 156 23.9
DK 770 81 436 1766 226 186 124 10.5
DE 8733 1500 8105 1077 138 185 123 17.2
EL 490 7 605 809 104 12 8 1.4
ES 1100 286 2914 378 48 98 65 25.9
FR 3898 830 3779 1032 132 220 146 21.3
IE 498 18 302 1650 212 59 40 3.6
IT 3842 710 5161 745 95 138 92 18.5
LU 35 7 33 1066 137 225 150 21.1
NL 651 176 1059 615 79 166 111 27.0
AT 454 219 672 676 87 326 217 48.2
PT 231 27 966 239 31 28 19 11.7
FI 391 154 452 865 111 341 228 39.5
SE 405 67 768 527 68 87 58 16.5
UK 1323 279 4173 317 41 67 45 21.1
Source: DG COMP, State Aid Scoreboard
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A1.10 Greenhouse gas emissions, 2000
Index,
base year
1990=100*
Kyoto
target
EU15 96.0 92.0
BE 106.0 92.5
DK 99.0 79.0
DE 81.0 79.0
EL 124.0 125.0
ES 135.0 115.0
FR 98.0 100.0
IE 124.0 113.0
IT 104.0 93.5
LU 55.0 72.0
NL 103.0 94.0
AT 103.0 87.0
PT 130.0 127.0
FI 96.0 100.0
SE 98.0 104.0
UK 87.0 87.5
N10 69.0 :
BG 49.4 92.0
CY 140.0 :
CZ 76.4 92.0
EE 45.4 92.0
HU 82.4 92.0
LT 46.3 92.0
LV 34.1 92.0
MT 129.0 :
PL 68.1 92.0
RO 61.9 94.0
SI 99.3 94.0
SK 66.9 92.0
*Based on CO2 equivalents; figures in italics are provisional
Eurostat estimates
Source: European Environmental Agency (EEA) and
Eurostat
A1.11 Greenhouse gas emissions by broad
sector, 2001
% of total emissions
Acceding
Countries
Cohesion
countries
EU15
Energy and
related
53.0 31.0 29.0
Industry 17.0 21.0 21.0
Transport 8.0 21.0 21.0
Agriculture 9.0 13.0 10.0
Waste 4.0 4.0 3.0
Other 9.0 10.0 16.0
Source: European Environmental Agency (EEA)
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A1.1
Employment
by
sector
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A1.2 GDP per person employed (EUR), 2001
Index, EU25 = 100
<2 5
2 5-5 0
50 - 100
100 - 120
120 - 130
>= 130
BE, NL: NUTS0
Sources: Eurostat and National Statistical Offices
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A1.3 Change in working-age population (15-64), 2000-2025
Total % change
< -8.1
-8.1 – -3.42
-3.42 – 0.48
0.48 – 3.97
>= 3.97
no data
EU27 = -3.5
BG, CZ, HU, PL, RO; SK: NUTS0
Sources: Eurostat, UN
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A1.4 Change in old-age population (65+), 2000-2025
Total % change
< 27.41
27.41 - 36.9
36.9 - 44.97
44.97 - 57.49
>= 57.49
no data
EU27 = 40.5
BG, CZ, HU, PL, RO, SK: NUTS 0
Sources: Eurostat, UN
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A1.5 Potential accessibility by road, 2001
EUROPEAN SPATIAL PLANNING
OBSERVATION NETWORK
© EuroGeographics Association for the administrative bounderies
0 100 500 km
Accessibility index, EU27 = 100
Source: ESPON Data Base
This map does not necessarly reflect the opinion of the
ESPON Monitoring Committee
Origin of data: Spiekermann & Wegener (S&W)
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A1.6 Potential accessibility by rail, 2001
EUROPEAN SPATIAL PLANNING
OBSERVATION NETWORK
© EuroGeographics Association for the administrative bounderies
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Accessibility index, EU27 = 100
0<2 0
2 0<4 0
4 0<6 0
6 0<8 0
80 < 100
100 < 120
120 < 140
140 < 160
160 < 180
180 and more
Source: ESPON Data Base
This map does not necessarly reflect the opinion of the
ESPON Monitoring Committee
Origin of data: Spiekermann & Wegener (S&W)
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A1.7 Potential accessibility by air, 2001
EUROPEAN SPATIAL PLANNING
OBSERVATION NETWORK
© EuroGeographics Association for the administrative bounderies
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Source: ESPON Data Base
This map does not necessarly reflect the opinion of the
ESPON Monitoring Committee
Origin of data: Spiekermann & Wegener (S&W)
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A1.8 Early school-leavers, 2002
% of population 18-24
< 7.7
7.7 - 11.1
11.1 - 14.3
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>= 21
no data
EU27 = 16.4
Population aged 18-24 with
lower secondary education
and not in education or training
Source: Eurostat
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A1.9 EPO patent applications, average 1999-2001
Applications per million inhabitants
< 10.89
10.89 - 63.28
63.28 - 111.29
111.29 - 200.24
>= 200.24
EU27 = 120.5
BG, CZ, HU, PL, RO, SK: NUTS0
EPO: European Patent Office
Source: Eurostat
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The concern of this Part is, first, to examine the re-
gional incidence of national policies involving public
expenditureandthewaythatthesearefinancedindif-
ferentpartsoftheUnion.Secondly,itistoconsiderthe
mechanisms in place in different countries for both re-
distributing income between regions and narrowing
disparities in regional economic performance. A third
concern, given its potentially important effect on
strengthening local economies, is to review the rela-
tivescaleofforeigndirectinvestment(FDI)across the
EU and the accession countries and to assess the ex-
tent to which national and regional governments are
likely to be able to influence its location.
Public expenditure implications
of national policies
Virtually all the functions performed by government
that involve public expenditure have implications for
regional balance in the sense that the expenditure
concerned takes place in one region or another with-
out this necessarily being a deliberate policy decision
to locate spending in a particular place. They equally,
itshouldbestressed,haveimplicationsforlocalareas
within regions in that the same autonomous mecha-
nismsareatworkatthislevelasacross countriesasa
whole.
The amount spent on such policies is a great many
times larger than the expenditure financed by the
Structural Funds, so that the potential effect on both
economic and social cohesion within Member States
is considerably greater. As demonstrated below, na-
tional policies on public expenditure and the way that
spending is funded have a major effect in supporting
income levels in less prosperous regions. These poli-
cies, however, are, for the most part, not directly
targeted at regions, even if they have implications for
regional balance. Their focus tends to be as much on
immediate social problems and supporting income
rather than on strengthening underlying
competitiveness.
As such, there is a complementarity between these
policies and EU cohesion policy, which is centred on
tackling more fundamental structural weaknesses,
ratherthanaconflictbetweenthetwo.Indeed,despite
their relatively small size, the Structural Funds have a
crucial role to play in combating regional disparities
and in strengthening cohesion.
Public expenditure and cohesion
Evenpoliceswhichdonotinvolveexpendituredirectly
tend to have indirect implications for spending and
throughtheseoncohesion.WithinEMU,whiletheEu-
ropean Central Bank is responsible for monetary pol-
icy, national governments are responsible for fiscal
policy.Oneobjectiveoffiscalpolicyistohelpmaintain
economic stability, to support monetary policy so that
it can support growth. The philosophy of the Stability
and Growth Pact (SGP) implemented at the time of
monetary unification, is to let the automatic stabilisers
operate freely over the economic cycle, while at the
same time maintaining budgetary discipline in other
areas as a permanent feature of EMU.
Ontheexpendituresideofthebudget,asdistinctfrom
thereceiptsside,theonlyitemwhichisexpectedtore-
act automatically to cyclical fluctuations is spending
related to unemployment. Over the next few decades,
theprogressiveageingofthepopulationwillputsignif-
icant pressure on public spending. Financial disci-
pline, by restraining the growth of spending generally,
is a way of ensuring fiscal sustainability in future
years.
General macroeconomic performance is not a direct
concern of this Part, though it underlies recent trends
in overall public expenditure and revenue in Member
Statesas well as changes in the composition of public
spending. There is a lack of knowledge about the im-
plications for different regions or for different social
groups of fiscal consolidation. While fiscal consolida-
tion has led to reductions in debt interest payments as
borrowing has come down, which has potentially
freed up financial resources to be spent on other,
more socially and economically useful, programmes,
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overall level of spending.
Moreover, although expenditure has generally been
reduced relative to GDP as a result of this pressure,
the tightening constraint arguably implies an increas-
ing incentive to improve the quality of expenditure
programmes,thoughhowfarthishasresultedinmore
effective policies for regional cohesion remains an
open question. In addition, fiscal adjustment may
have curbed economic activity in the short-term to the
possible detriment of weaker regions. Even in the
short-term, however, fiscal consolidation might be
supportive of growth if carried out appropriately and if
accompanied by structural reform. In the longer-term,
a stable macroeconomic environment created by
EMUandtheassociatedpolicies,islikelytobefavour-
able to growth. All regions stand to benefit from this,
even if so far it has not, in the current slowdown, been
translated into higher growth rates.
Government expenditure in total, has declined signifi-
cantly across the EU over recent years. Between
1995 and 2002, it fell, on average, from just over 51%
ofGDPofMemberStatestojustover47%,withPortu-
galaloneexperiencinganyincrease (andthenbyonly
1 percentage point) (Graph 2.1 and Table A2.1). This
reductionfaroutweighedthereductionindebtinterest
payments across the EU (of 2 percentage points). In
Italy,where such payments amounted to 12% of GDP
in 1995 and where the reduction was particularly pro-
nounced (almost 6 percentage points), all of the fall
was reflected in lower expenditure.
While government expenditure was reduced mark-
edly across the EU, government revenue from taxes
and other sources declined only slightly in relation to
GDP, implying the broad maintenance of tax rates.
Except in Ireland, where the growth of GDP was ex-
ceptionally high, in no Member State did revenue fall
by more than 2% of GDP and in 6 countries, it in-
creased. Budget deficits were, therefore, reduced
throughout the Union and, in a number of cases,
transformed into surpluses.
Changes in the composition
of government expenditure
Apart from the fall in debt interest payments, govern-
ment expenditure on transfers, whether to individuals
or businesses, has also declined in recent years in re-
lation to GDP. Between 1995 and 2002, spending on
social benefits (just over 16% of GDP in the EU as a
whole) was reduced, on average, by almost 1% of
GDP, despite the ageing of the population and the
growing number of pensioners. This reduction was
partly due to a decline in unemployment but it also re-
flects a general tendency to limit increases in social
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Composite  Default screenbenefits wherever possible. The reduction in social
benefits, however, was by no means general across
the EU, with Germany, Greece and Portugal experi-
encing significant increases and Italy a smaller rise.
While the share of spending on social benefits going
to old-age pensions in the EU has tended to rise over
recent years as the number of people in retirement
hasrisen,thesharegoingtotheunemployedhasgen-
erally fallen because of a significant fall in their num-
ber. According to the latest data available (for 2000),
old-age pensions (here defined to include survivor
benefits) account for just over 46% of total social
transfersintheEUandsignificantlybelow40%onlyin
the three Nordic countries, where social protection is
more extensive than elsewhere, and Ireland, where
the number of people above retirement age is rela-
tively small (Table A2.2). Only in Italy, however, is the
share over half (63%). By contrast, unemployment
benefits represent only just over 6% of total social
transfers in the EU and under 10% in all Member
States apart from Belgium, Spain, Finland and Den-
mark, in the first three reflecting the relatively large
numbers of unemployed, in the last, the high levels of
spending per person.
Other transfers apart from social benefits, including
subsidies and support for businesses, fell by more, by
2½% of GDP overall, the decline being especially
large in Germany (by almost 7% of GDP) and the
Netherlands(byover4%ofGDP).Inmostothercoun-
tries,ontheotherhand,therewaseitheramuchmore
modest fall or little change at all, while in Austria and
Portugal, spending on this item rose.
By contrast, current expenditure on goods and ser-
vices remained much the same, on average, relative
to GDP (at just under 21% of GDP). Within this, the
share of expenditure going on the wages and salaries
of public sector employees fell, partly reflecting the
contractingout—orprivatisation—ofsomeservices.
Although the reduction in public sector wage bill rela-
tive to GDP did not occur in all Member States, there
were significant reductions (of over 1% of GDP) in
Germany, Spain, Ireland, Austria and Finland. In
Portugal,ontheotherhand,thepublicsectorwagebill
increased significantly relative to GDP.
In comparison with the scale of spending on public sec-
tor employment and other current purchases, the
amountofpublicexpenditureoninvestment,onthecon-
struction of infrastructure of various kinds, is relatively
small throughout the EU. In 2002, it averaged only just
over2%ofGDPintheEUandwasover4%ofGDPonly
in Ireland and Luxembourg. Moreover, the amount
spent has declined in relation to GDP in recent years.
Between1995and2002,itincreasedmorethanmargin-
ally only in Greece, Ireland and the Netherlands. Never-
theless, the share of total expenditure allocated to fixed
investment remained virtually unchanged over this pe-
riod.ThismaysuggestthatinmostMemberStates,pub-
lic sector infrastructure has not expanded much in
recent years and that the stock of public capital may not
have been built up as required. Over this period, how-
ever, an increasing share of investment in public infra-
structure has been carried out by some form of joint
public and private cooperation in many Member States.
The substitution of private for public investment which
this may entail might not necessarily be visible from the
figures in the public sector accounts.
The division of public expenditure between these
broad categories reflects the functions which govern-
ments perform, the services theyprovide and the type
ofsystem for delivering services which is in operation,
which varies between countries according to national
arrangements. Much of the spending on goods and
services, therefore, goes on providing education,
health and social services. The way the provision of
theseservices isorganised —whetherthroughthedi-
rectemploymentofpersonnelorthroughbuyinginthe
services they provide, is, therefore, reflected in the
size of the public wage and salary bill in relation to
otherpubliccurrentpurchasesofgoodsandservices.
Government expenditure
and social cohesion
A large part of public expenditure in EU Member
States, on social protection and social services, in
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Composite  Default screenparticular, is associated with the European Social
Model and, deliberately or not, makes a major contri-
bution to limiting disparities in real income levels and
life chances. In 2001 (the data for 2002 are not yet
available), some 40% of total government spending
across the EU as a whole went on social protection,
while another 24% was devoted to education and
health care. All of this spending also has implications,
as shown below, for the effective distribution of public
expenditurebetweenregions,sincetheamountspent
in any region tends largely to be determined by the
number of people living there, their age structure and
their need for social support.
Over the past few years, in parallel with the decline in
overall public expenditure, spending on most govern-
ment functions and services has also fallen, including
on social programmes. Between 1995 and 2001, ex-
penditure on social protection in the EU (here includ-
ing administrativecosts as well as social benefits) fell,
on average, by around 1% of GDP, while spending on
health and education remained broadly unchanged.
This still implies, however, that the share of expendi-
turegoingonthesethreeitemsincreasedoverthese6
years,from59%ofthetotalto64%,withtheshare go-
ingonsocialprotectionalonerisingfrom38%to40%.
Despite the widespread fall in spending on social pro-
tection relative to GDP between 1995 and 2001, its
share of total expenditure increased in all Member
States, except the Netherlands, Finland and Sweden,
in the last two of which the level of spending was well
above average in 1995.
Expenditure on health care increased relative to GDP
inmostMemberStatesoverthisperiod,withonlyLux-
embourg,AustriaandFinlandregisteringafall.Never-
theless, theshare ofexpenditure going on healthcare
rose in all of these countries, apart from Austria.
Therewasamorewidespreadfallineducationexpen-
diture relative to GDP over these 6 years, in part re-
flecting a fall in the number of children of school age,
thoughspendingroseinDenmark,Sweden,Italy.Por-
tugal and the UK. Once again, however, the share of
expenditure going on education over this period
increasedinnearlyallMemberStates,theonlyexcep-
tions being Ireland and Finland, where it fell slightly.
The counterpart of the growth in the share of govern-
ment expenditure absorbed by education, health and
social services is a fall in the share going on general
government services (ie administration) and other ex-
penditure, comprising debt interest payments, subsi-
dies and transfers other than social benefits, which
includes spending on industrial and regional support,
the reduction in which was noted above.
The regional incidence
of government expenditure
Most government expenditure which takes place at the
regionalor locallevelis a directconsequence ofpolicies
determined nationally in relation to the provision of ser-
vices or income support for people in need. This is the
case irrespective of the system of government in place,
whether federal or unitary. Although the extent of devo-
lution of responsibility for the provision of services to re-
gional or local authorities varies markedly across the
Union according to the degree of decentralisation of po-
liticalpower—which,partlybutbynomeansentirely,re-
flects whether or not there is a federal or unitary system
ofgovernment—thereisacommonconcerninMember
Statestoensurethatthelevelofprovisiondoesnotdiffer
too much between localities.
In the case of social protection, this is generally
achieved by centralising the fixing of rates of benefit
and the criteria for eligibility for support, even if the
system is administered locally, so that entitlement to
benefit and the amount received does not depend, or
ought not to depend, on where a person happens to
live in a particular country
1.
Similarly for most services, whether for education,
health care or policing, minimum standards tend to be
set centrally even where operational responsibility
and the delivery of services on the ground is vested in
local or regional authorities. In several Member
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count of regional differences in the composition of the
population, and of other factors influencing the needs
oftheareaforadisproportionatevolumeofpublicser-
vices if common standards of social welfare are to be
achieved. This applies, in particular, to education,
where the proportion of the population which is of
school or college age is clearly relevant, and health
and social services, where the relative number of el-
derly people is an important determinant of need.
Differences in systems of government
Systems of government and the degree of decentrali-
sation of responsibility for policy differ markedly
across the EU. In federations, like Germany, Austria
or Belgium, a significant amount of responsibility for
the implementation of policy in many areas lies at the
regionalorstatelevel.Althoughtheformulationofpol-
icy is in general less decentralised, or is a shared re-
sponsibility between levels of government, regional
authoritiesinsuchcountriestendtohavesomeauton-
omyoverthemeasures implementedtoachievecom-
mon objectives and may have some discretion over
the level of priority given to various aims. Differences
in regional and local circumstances can, therefore, be
specifically allowed for in the deployment of expendi-
ture. At the same time, as described below, there are
mechanisms in place in such countries for preventing
wideregionaldifferencesinexpenditureonpublicser-
vicesfromarising,Thesetaketheformofstandardsor
norms set centrally and of equalisation mechanisms
to ensure that the financial resources which regions
have access to do not vary too greatly.
Following moves to decentralise government over the
last twenty years, regional authorities also have a
growing amount of responsibility for discrete areas of
policy in Spain and Italy, and in Italy further extensive
changes are being introduced. At present, their
revenue-raising powers are relatively limited com-
pared with theLänder in Germany or theNordic coun-
tries, though not as compared with the situation in
Belgium, where the three regions finance only a small
proportion of their expenditure from revenue raised
locally.Local authoritieshaveespecially extensivere-
sponsibility for policy in the three Nordic countries,
Denmark, Finland and Sweden. Local income taxes
provide much of the revenue to finance them, but are
complemented by national schemes that equalise fis-
cal capacity or provide additional resources.
In France, the UK and other Member States, on the
other hand, policy-making is much more centralised,
even if in both the former two there have been some
moves towards devolution. Although regional and lo-
calauthoritiesmaybechargedwithimplementingpol-
icy and with the provision of services locally, their
revenue-raising powers are limited as is their discre-
tion over the way they spend the budget for provision
of services received from central government.
While there is a general tendency towards more de-
centralisationofresponsibilitytotheregionalandlocal
level, this in most case is being accompanied by a
strengthening of the means to ensure that less pros-
perous areas are not disadvantaged by having to pro-
vide more services. A possible exception to this is
Italy,whereregionalauthoritiesareincreasinglybeing
given more autonomy for the expenditure they under-
take, without this so far being matched by a compara-
ble increase in the income which the less prosperous
regions have for financing spending.
Regional variations
in government expenditure
While these differences in systems of governance
across the EU affect both the regional deployment of
public expenditure and the amount of revenue for
funding spending which is raised locally rather than
centrally, in practice, actual spending per head shows
only limited variation between regions within coun-
tries.Equally,as indicated below,there seem tobeno
substantialdifferencesacrosscountriesintheratesof
taxation and charges levied on those living and work-
ing in different regions.
The fact that policies are decided nationally in relation
to perceived needs means that there tends to be a
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Composite  Default screenhigher level of government expenditure in the less
prosperous regions in relation to their income than in
the more prosperous ones, and in the poorer areas
within regions than in the richer ones.
Unfortunately, given the data available, the relative
scale of public expenditure in different regions cannot
be assessed for all Member States. Nor is it possible
to make comparisons of this between countries since
the information available tends to be partial and spe-
cific to a particular country. The main concern here,
therefore,istodemonstratethewaythatthepublicex-
penditure and taxationsystem contribute differentially
to GDP and, therefore, maintain income in the less
prosperous regions relative to the more prosperous
ones and to give an indication of the scale of contribu-
tion involved. This is done by examining the regional
incidence of expenditure in selected countries where
data exist and by considering the way that revenue is
raised across the Union.
UK
In the UK, as in the rest of the EU, most of the public
expenditure which it is possible to distinguish at re-
gionallevel(some85%ofthetotal)goesonsocialpro-
tection, health and social services and education.
These together accounted, on average, for 75% of
governmentspending intheregions inthe2000–01fi-
nancial year (Graph 2.2 and Table A2.4). In terms of
expenditure per head across regions, this tended to
be higher than elsewhere in the less prosperous re-
gions, such as Northern Ireland, Scotland, Wales and
the North and North-West of England, partly because
of higher spending on social protection, reflecting the
larger numbers of unemployed and those not in work,
though also because of the additional expenditure on
health care and administration in the first three re-
gions. Expenditure per head was also above the na-
tional average in London, again reflecting in part
higher spending on administration because of the
large number of government offices located there,
though over the years efforts have been made to de-
centralise these.
Although there is some variation between regions in
spending per head on education and health care, this
is comparatively limited across the English regions at
least, as is the variation in environmental and trans-
port expenditure.
The implication of the expenditure per head figures is
that spending relative to GDP varies markedly across
UK regions. Even leaving aside Northern Ireland,
which is a special case because of recent history and
ongoing political problems, expenditure in 2000–01
ranged from just over 41% of GDP in Wales and the
North of England to 21–22% in London and the
South-East. Accordingly, on this measure public ex-
penditure contributes almosttwiceas much toincome
in the former two regions, which are the least prosper-
ous in theUK,than thelattertwo,primarily because of
their much lower level of GDP per head and, to a
lesserextent,theirgreaterneedforsocialspending.
At the same time, much of this additional expenditure,
itshouldbenoted,consistsofcurrentratherthancapi-
talspending—ieitgoestoconsumptionratherthanto
investment—andassuchislikelytohaveaonlyalim-
ited effect in strengthening underlying competitive-
ness.Forexample,anaverageofonly1%ofGDPwas
spent on roads and transport and in no region was the
figureabove1½%ofGDP.Ontheotherhand,itisalso
the case that some expenditure classified as current,
such as that on education and training, R&D or sup-
port for business development, is more similar to
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Composite  Default screeninvestment and can potentially make an important
contribution to increasing productive potential in the
region concerned. Nevertheless, even allowing for
this, most regional expenditure can be regarded as
having social rather than economic objectives.
Italy
A similar picture emerges in Italy,though the variation
in the relative scale of public expenditure across re-
gions is slightlyless systematic thanintheUKand dif-
ferences in the effective contribution of spending to
GDP smaller, despite the wider regional variation in
GDP per head. It should be noted, however, that the
publicexpendituredataaremorecompletethaninthe
UK, where 15% of total spending is not allocated be-
tween regions, which could affect the comparison if
the outlays concerned were concentrated in London
and other more prosperous regions. Nevertheless,
the factors at work are much the same in the two
countries.
Whilesocialprotectionexpenditureperheadvaries
between Italian regions, it is less affected by differ-
encesinunemploymentratesthanintheproportion
of the population above retirement age, since the
unemployed receive a comparatively low level of
benefit and pensions are relatively high. Moreover,
the relative number above retirement age is mark-
edlylargerinthemoreprosperousnorthernregions
ofItalythanthelessprosperoussouthernones,un-
like in the UK where regional differences in num-
bers are relatively small. In addition, pensions tend
to be more related to previous income in Italy than
the UK, where the basic state pension is a fixed
amount. Expenditure per head on social protection
in 2000, therefore, was almost 85% higher in
Liguria, where some 25% of the population is 65 or
over, than in Campania, where the figure is only
14% (Graph 2.3 and Table A2.5). While spending
per head on social protection in most northern re-
gions was above the national average, in all south-
ern regions it was significantly below, (although
higherthanaverageinthelattergroupasapercent-
age of GDP, as noted below).
In the case of education and health care, differences
in expenditure per head were less marked, though it
remains true that in education, in all southern regions
except Sardegna, spending per head was below the
national average and in health care, it was below the
average in all of them. These differences, however,
may reflect lower wage and other costs in the south
thaninthenorthratherthananydifferenceinthestan-
dard of service provided.
Spending per head on transport, the environment and
other programmes also tended to be less in southern
regions than in northern ones. Nevertheless, the dif-
ference in these areas of expenditure as in social pro-
tection, health and education was generally smaller
thanthatinGDPper head,so thatoverallgovernment
spendingwasinmostcases—butnotallasnotedbe-
low — higher in relation to GDP per head in the less
prosperous parts of Italy than in the more prosperous
ones. Expenditure relative to GDP, therefore, ranged
from 35% above the national average in Sardegna
and 30% above in Calabria, the region with the lowest
GDP per head, to 25% below average in Veneto, a
slightly narrower difference between extremes than in
the UK
2.
At the same time, while all southern regions have
aboveaveragepublicexpenditurerelativetoGDP,not
all northern regions have a level which is below aver-
age, despite the above average GDP per head which
all of them enjoy. Indeed, in Valle d’Aosta and Lazio,
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Composite  Default screenspending in relation to GDP was over 20% above av-
erage in 2000 and higher than in Puglia or Campania.
Expenditurewasalsocomparativelyhighinrelationto
GDP in Liguria, largely because of its relatively high
level of spending on social protection (due to its large
number of people in retirement), which amounted to
over 23% of regional GDP in 2000, more than in all
southern regions except Calabria.
In Italy as in the UK, therefore, government expendi-
turegenerallyhastheeffectofnarrowingdisparitiesin
GDP per head, even if the effect seems to be smaller
(thoughthequalificationnotedaboveshouldbeborne
in mind). As also in the UK, however, it goes much
more to supporting consumption than investment,
spending on roads and transport, for example,
amounting to only just over 2% of GDP on average
and under 5% of GDP in all regions, more than in the
UK, but still relatively small.
Spain
In Spain, the same factors are evident in determining
theregionalincidenceofexpenditureasintheUKand
Italy, even though data are available for a more re-
strictedrangeofspendingthaninthesetwocountries.
In this case, as in Italy, there is no close (inverse) as-
sociation between spending per head on communal
services and the level of regional prosperity, or lack of
it, though the intervention from the Structural Funds,
which is significant and relatively concentrated in the
poorer Objective 1 regions, serves to make the asso-
ciationcloser.Nevertheless,publicexpendituretends
to contribute markedly more to GDP in the less pros-
perousregionsthanthemoreprosperousonesandso
has the effect of strengthening social cohesion.
Expenditure on health and social services was,
therefore, higher relative to GDP in most Objective
1regionsinSpainovertheperiod1992to1999than
inothers(Graph2.4andTableA2.6),inpartreflect-
ing the larger numbers of unemployed.
3 Neverthe-
less, there were some exceptions. In particular,
spending on health and social services was below
the national average in Valencia, an Objective 1 re-
gion, and above average in Navarra, which has the
secondhighestlevelofGDPperheadofallSpanish
regions.
Expenditure on infrastructure also tended to be rela-
tively high in Objective 1 regions, though again a few
non-Objective 1 regions also had above average lev-
els. In Spain, as in the UK and Italy, however, the
amount spent on infrastructure investment was uni-
formlylow inrelation toGDP,thefigure exceeding 3%
of GDP only in Extramadura and Ceuta y Melilla, and
then only slightly.
Overall,takingaccountofexpenditurefinancedbythe
EU, average spending over the period ranged from
31% of GDP in Extremadura (the region with the low-
est GDP per head in Spain) and 25% in the Canarias
to 13% in Madrid and Cataluña and just 12% in the
Illes Balears.
Taxation policy and regional GDP
Although data on government expenditure in Member
Statesareincomplete,thoseavailableindicateclearly
that public expenditure makes a differential contribu-
tion to GDP across regions which helps to reduce dis-
parities and maintain social cohesion.
Thekeyquestionishowfarthehigherexpenditurerel-
ative to GDP in the less prosperous regions is
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fund this higher level — or how far, in other words, the
effect of the higher spending is offset by higher
charges levied on income in the regions concerned.
Although this question is difficult to answer given the
data available, an insight can be gained into the re-
gional incidence of the funding system in operation
fromdataonthedivisionoftaxesbetween central and
regional or local government. In principle, therefore,
the more that regions are responsible for covering the
cost of the spending carried out at regional or local
level by levying taxes or charges on the people living
there and the businesses located there, the more are
any beneficial effects from higher expenditure relative
to GDP likely to be offset
4. These higher taxes may, of
course, themselves be offsetbypolicydecisions toin-
crease transfers fromcentral government,or tosetup
an equalisation fund to reduce the extent of differ-
ences between regions in the income available to fi-
nance expenditure.
Where rates of taxation, or of social contributions,
are set centrally, the problem does not arise in the
sense that those living in less prosperous regions
— or indeed in poorer areas within more prosper-
ous regions — will tend automatically to pay a
smaller amount in tax than those living elsewhere
because their income in aggregate is lower. If there
are common rates oftaxand contributions applying
to income and expenditure, and tax revenue, there-
fore, is the same in relation to GDP in the region as
elsewhere, the tax system will have a neutral effect
on the income available to fund expenditure and
will,accordingly,notservetooffsetthecontribution
of spending to GDP. If tax rates are progressive
rather than proportional, in the sense that they in-
crease as income rises, then the tax system will re-
inforce the differential effect of expenditure on
regional levels of GDP.
How far the tax system in different Member States is
progressive as opposed to proportional is difficult to
determine, depending as it does on the interaction of
income taxes, which are typically progressive,
expenditure taxes, which are typically proportional,
even though they might vary with the composition of
spending,andsocialcontributions,whicharealsotyp-
ically proportional at least up to a certain level of earn-
ings
5.Theevidencesuggeststhattaxsystemsinmost
countries in the EU are mildly progressive and in oth-
ersarebroadlyproportional,oratmostonlyslightlyre-
gressive
6.Assuch,theymayaddinsomecasestothe
differential effect across regions resulting from policy
on public expenditure and in others are unlikely to off-
set it much if at all.
In practice, in most EU Member States, taxes are
predominantlyleviedcentrallyandrevenuefromre-
gional and local taxes represents only a small pro-
portion of the total finance raised to fund public
expenditure. In the EU as whole, only 15% of fi-
nance came from regional and local sources in
2001, with only the federal states of Germany and
Austria, the three Nordic countries, where local au-
thorities have significant responsibility for expendi-
ture, and Spain, where the regions are important,
having proportions larger than this (Graph 2.5 and
Table A2.7). Moreover, except in a few countries,
the share of revenue raised from regional and local
sources has remained much the same over recent
years and the main change in the composition of
government receipts has been a shift from social
contributionstotaxesinorder,inpart,toreducethe
tax burden on employment.
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cant increase in the importance of regional and local
taxes are Denmark, Spain and Italy, in the last of
which their share of revenue almost doubled between
1995and2001.ThisreflectsapolicyinItalyofdevolv-
ing more responsibility for raising the revenue for
funding government expenditure to the regions, a pol-
icy which has continued since then, so leading to an
increasing proportion of tax being levied regionally
rather than centrally and giving rise to a growing pos-
sibility of effective tax rates being higher in less pros-
perous regions where taxable capacity is less.
InItaly,asinothercountriesinwhichasignificantlevel
of responsibility for generating tax revenue is de-
volved to the regional and local level, there is a need
for an explicit mechanism of transfers from more to
less prosperous areas if the latter are not to be disad-
vantaged by having either to impose higher taxes or
accepting lower levels of public expenditure and the
lowerstandardsofservicewhichthisislikelytoimply.
In most Member States countries, however, the rela-
tively small proportion of revenue raised at the re-
gional and local level,coupled with the characteristics
ofthetaxsystem,impliesthatdifferences betweenre-
gions in the contribution of public expenditure to GDP
are not counteracted by the way spending is funded.
Discretionary mechanisms for
transferring income to regions
Theaboveconclusion tendstobeconfirmedbyanex-
amination of the means in place for the overall man-
agement by central government of the expenditure
carriedoutatregionalandlocallevelandfordetermin-
ing the revenue available to fund this. In all Member
States, conscious efforts are made to increase the
revenue available in areas where the local tax base is
considered insufficient to meet spending needs or
wherethecostsofserviceswhichneedtobeprovided
are greater than normal because, for example, of the
nature of the terrain or for other reasons. In addition,
specific support for economic development may be
given to certain regions.
The scale of government transfers to different re-
gions or local areas is determined in slightly differ-
ent ways in different countries, though common
principles are evident in the form, in particular, of
assessment of needs and of local taxable capacity.
In addition, in all countries, regional and local au-
thorities, irrespective of the extent of funding pro-
vided from central government and irrespective of
how closely needs are assessed, have some dis-
cretion of how they actually spend the transfers
they receive.
In Germany, the process of equalisation is de-
signedtoadjusttherevenueavailabletotheLänder
though there is also some allowance for special
needs, such as for the city states. Because, how-
ever,theLänderhaveconsiderableautonomy,they
do not necessarily spend the same amounts on dif-
ferentpublicservicesasassumedinthecalculation
of equalised per capita expenditure. Much the
same is true in Austria.
In the three Nordic countries, as well as a number of
other Member States, the system has a similar aim to
that in Germany, but operates between much smaller
authorities — municipalities or counties rather than
Länder.
In Sweden, the main local source of revenue for lo-
cal government is local income tax and the transfer
system is aimed at boosting the revenue of those
municipalities where income, and taxable capacity,
isrelativelylowbytransfersfromwealthierareas.In
addition, there has also been a policy of relocating
certain national government offices to the less
prosperousmunicipalitiesinordertoassisttheirde-
velopment — and add to their tax base — further.
Similar equalisation arrangements operate in Den-
mark, though between even smaller local authorities.
Here, there are 14 counties, two special status re-
gions (Copenhagen and Frederiksberg) and 271 mu-
nicipalities, which all have their own income and
property taxes and, consequently, a relatively large
amount of autonomy
7.
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Composite  Default screenInFinland,municipalitieshaveasizeable taxbasebut
do not have the power to determine tax rates. Accord-
ingly, wealthier regions generate more revenue than
they are considered to need for spending, which is
then effectively transferred to less wealthy regions
with smaller tax proceeds.
The criteria for assessing regional
and local needs for expenditure
In all Member States, the need for spending at the re-
gional and local level is assessed centrally as a
means of determining the amounts of transfer which
the authorities concerned should receive. The meth-
ods used are very similar, in most cases involving the
estimation of a standardised level of service per head
of population, though there are differences in the way
— and in the level of sophistication — that these esti-
mates are made.
In the Netherlands, for example, central government
transfers to provinces and municipalities account for
most of their income and are determined by a wide
range of indicators (such as size, population density,
soil quality, social structure and degree of urbanisa-
tion as well as their local taxable capacity). The sole
aim of the system, however, is to equalise the income
they have to spend, given their needs.
In Portugal, a general fund allocates resources to
the three NUTS level 1 regions, largely on a per ca-
pita basis, but with additional criteria that benefit
the two island regions (see below). This general
fund also uses a range of criteria to determine allo-
cations to municipalities within each region. A sec-
ond fund, with explicit cohesion aims, is limited to
less developed municipalities, while two additional
funds are intended to ensure thatthe municipalities
have adequate resources. Broadly, transfers are
inversely correlated with income per head, with
LisboaeValedoTejo,thewealthiestregion,receiv-
ing less than a third per head of population of the
amount going to Alentejo, the least wealthy. (In re-
lation to GDP, transfers to the former amount to
barely 1%, to the latter 6%.)
In many Member States, such as with the city Länder
in Germany, particular regions or local areas receive
preferential treatment when transfers are allocated.
For historical or cultural reasons, Italy, Spain and the
UKaccordspecialstatustocertainregions,givingrise
to greater devolution of powers and, in most cases,
different funding formulae (to Northern Ireland, Scot-
landandWalesinthecaseoftheUK).Thisalsoistrue
to a lesser extent in Finland, where the Åland region
has special status and treatment in relation to the rest
of the country, in Portugal, in the case of the Açores
and Madeira, and in France, in the case of Corse and
the‘DOM/TOM’.Someofthesespecialstatusregions
receive larger transfers from central government than
other areas, even though they are comparatively
wealthy—TrentinoAltoAdigeinItalyaswellasÅland
in Finland is an example. While such payments might
notseemjustifiedintermsofeconomicorsocialcohe-
sion, they may be important in preserving political
cohesion.
The budgets of the French regional authorities are fi-
nanced mainlythroughtransfers fromtheState.Inthe
French overseas territories, public spending per head
is around three times the average for metropolitan
FranceandinCorse,3.5timestheaverage.Transfers
tomostotherregionsvaryrelativelylittle.Althoughthe
less wealthy tend on average to receive relatively
moreinrelationtopopulation,thereareseveralanom-
alies and the correlation between income per head
and public spending is weak. In particular, Ile de
France receives a premium over the national average
— arguably because of higher service delivery costs
— while in Lorraine, spending per head is well below
average.
Aligning transfers with Community support
In countries which receive substantial amounts from
the Structural Funds, some national policies are
closely tied to EU funding. In Spain, therefore, the
inter-territorial compensation fund allocates comple-
mentary funding only to Objective 1 regions (although
there is also a special ‘Teruel’ fund which provides
support to that part of the Aragón autonomous region,
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der Community regulations).
In Greece, the main national instrument for promoting
economic and social cohesion is the Public Invest-
ment Programme (PIP) which finances large infra-
structure projects in transport, education, health,
culture and other key sectors of the economy at na-
tional and regional level. Most of the funds allocated
by the PIP go through Community Support
Framework(CSF)III.Thoseregionswhichreceivethe
highest Community transfers per head under the cur-
rent CSF (Dytiki Makedonia and Voreio Aigaio), re-
ceive5–6 timesmore thantheAtticaregion. InIreland
too,proportionallymorefromthenationalbudgetisal-
located to the Border, Midlands and West region than
to the Southern and Eastern region to make up the
matching funding for Structural Fund programmes.
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Equalisation in Germany
In Germany, the principal channels through which
money is transferred both between the Länder them-
selves and between Federal Government and the
Länder is the Financial equalisation system, the
Länderfinanzausgleich. In its current form, which dates
from 1995 when the separate systems in east and west
Germany were merged under the Solidarpakt, it com-
prises a mix of pure horizontal equalisation and federal
topping-up.
The computation of the respective positions of each
Land takes account of taxable capacity based on the
taxes which are either exclusive to the Land or shared
with Federal Government. The primary allocation con-
sists of shared taxes on income, profits and turnover.
Some 75% of the revenue raised from these is distrib-
uted between Länder according to population, with the
balancesreservedfor‘financiallyweak’Länder.This en-
sures that the revenue of each Land is increased to at
least 92% of the average.
There isthenasecondarystageoffinancialequalisation
tocorrecttheprimarytaxdistributiontoensureequalper
capita tax distribution betweenthe Länder. Because city
Länder(Berlin,BremenandHamburg)areconsideredto
have special needs, however, they effectively receive
35% more per head of population. A further stage then
consists of transfers from the Federal Government de-
signed to raise the revenue available in Länder which
have below average income or face special circum-
stances. These transfers are of three kinds:
• gap-filling grants’ (Fehlbedarfsbundesergänzungs-
zuweisungen), which lift revenue in the less wealthy
Länder to at least 99.5% of the average;
• compensation for special burdens (Sonderbedarfs-
bundesergänzungszuweisungen), covering the cost
of political management in small Länder and the cost
of unification in the new Länder (teilungsbedingte
Sonderkosten), as well as giving Bremen and Ham-
burg additional revenue because of their debt prob-
lems;
• transitional grants (Übergangsbundesergänzungszu-
weisungen), paid to the less wealthy west German
Länder since 1995, though designed to fade out over
time at a rate of 10% a year.
The transfers are substantial. In 2000, Berlin received a
total transfer equivalent to 6.4% of its GDP, while net
transfers to the eastern Länder average around 5% of
GDP. However, because it benefits greatly from a spe-
cial supplementary programme for regeneration, trans-
fers to Bremen amount to 6.5% of GDP. For Hessen —
the Land which pays proportionally most in Finanzaus-
gleich — the effect is to reduce fiscal capacity from
126% of the national average to 106%, a reduction
equivalent to 1.5% of its GDP.
These net transfers, however, cannot be compared di-
rectly with the figures presented above on public expen-
diture in UK, Italian and Spanish regions because they
leave out of account a large element of spending under-
taken directly by the Federal Government or under the
socialinsuranceschemeforsocialprotection.These, as
demonstratedinthecaseofthecountriesexamined,are
likelyto addsignificantlyto thedifferentialcontributionof
public spending to regional GDP.
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policy in Member States
Policies to promote economic development are pur-
sued by all levels of government in Member States,
using a variety of means and with diverse targets.
They include, among others, assistance for technol-
ogy and innovation, help for restructuring industries
facing difficulties or long-term contraction, support for
SMEs and incentives to inward investment. Some of
these are explicitly classified as state aid and, there-
fore, subject to legal restrictions imposed by the EU to
avoid unfair competition. These are considered else-
where in this report (Part III).
Other measures, so long as they do not provide direct
financialsupport toparticular companies, arenotcon-
trolled in this way. Subsidies paid to individuals or to
public bodies, general subsidies and assistance pro-
vided by one private body to another are all excluded
from this definition. Some forms of assistance to pri-
vateentitiesare,inaddition,allowedundertheTreaty,
notably for services of general interest and to stimu-
late development of eligible regions.
The approach to territorial development differs be-
tween Member States, in part reflecting institutional
factors, notably the degree to which responsibility for
economic development policies is decentralised, as
well as changing views about the factors determining
economic development.
Although devolution has been a common theme
throughout the EU, there are major differences be-
tween countries in the autonomy conferred on
lower tiers of government. In Austria, Denmark and
Belgium, while central government exercises some
oversight, sub-national governments are responsi-
ble for the planning and financing of regional poli-
cies. In this way, spending is mainly tied to the
overall financing ability of each provincial govern-
ment, so that reducing disparities between regions
(provinces,countiesormunicipalities)isnotneces-
sarily a central aim.
By contrast, in the UK and France, the allocation of
resources is largely determined centrally, although
implementationofpolicyisincreasinglytherespon-
sibility of regional bodies: regional development
agencies in England and devolved authorities in
Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland; and regions
in France.
There is not always a good correspondence between
national and EU designations of ‘territories’ for re-
gional and other forms of economic development as-
sistance. In France regions favoured by domestic
policyare largelydifferentfromthosethatbenefitfrom
Community policy whereas in Germany the corre-
spondenceisclose.InSpain,asintheotherCohesion
countries, the framework of the Structural Funds is
largely adopted for national policy. But in the UK and
the Netherlands, urban areas — especially — are
designated on different criteria from Community
policy.
In the Netherlands, moreover, regional development
issues are addressed on the basis of the perceived
needs of the country as a whole. Expenditure on re-
gional policy as such is, therefore, modest, with the
main emphasis on small areas with specific economic
problems (mainly urban areas with high
unemployment).
Support for innovation and new technologies has
emerged in several areas as a primary instrument in
recentyears.TheFlemishregioninBelgiumhasbeen
especially prominent in this regard, as have the Aus-
trian Länder, with an increasing focus on innovation
asameansofstimulatingendogenousregionaldevel-
opment and with federal support for R&D. Often such
strategies are directed primarily at SMEs and encom-
pass horizontal policies such as encouragement of
cooperation between research institutes and the cor-
porate sector, rather than explicit subsidies.
A focus on employment creation and the attraction of
big investment projects has been characteristic of a
number of areas in which unemployment is high.
Wallonie is an example and Ireland has long had
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‘Clustering’ is a feature of policy in many countries.
In Steiermark, in Austria, the provincial government
overhauled its development strategy in 1996 and cre-
ated a cluster network linking various parts of the
automotive industry, which proved effective. Upper
Austria followed the example with a comprehensive
provincial strategy and incremental increases in tech-
nology and networking subsidies.
In Sweden, government policy has shifted in recent
years to supporting the development of growth poles
and clusters in different regions whereas previously it
was centred on maintaining a high level of public sec-
tor activityin the northern, sparsely populated regions
in order to combat outward migration.
In Italy, significant reforms have recently been made
to territorial policies. These are administered and
funded by the central government and now focus
largely on capacity building through public investment
instead of incentives to businesses, as in the past.
Although regional incentives to companies still go dis-
proportionately to the south, public investment
programmes often favour regions in the north, giving
rise to a possible conflict between national policy and
EU cohesion policy.
Foreign direct investment
Policies to attract foreign direct investment (FDI) are
typically an important part of regional development
strategy. Indeed, a significant aim of regional support
is precisely to increase the attractiveness of problem
regions for foreign investors. FDI not only brings in-
come and jobs to regions but, in many cases, it is also
a mechanism for transferring technology and know-
how. Through spill-over effects, this can potentially
have a significant impact on the productivity and com-
petitiveness of resident enterprises in the region con-
cerned. A substantial part of FDI, therefore, takes the
form of multinationals investing in the region, either
through acquiring an existing business and its
production facilities — and, indeed, its customer base
—orthroughsettingupnewfacilities.Eitherway,mul-
tinationals, particularly when investing in less devel-
oped regions, tend to bring with them up-to-date
techniques of production and working methods.
Although the benefits associated with FDI tend to be
greatest intheless favouredregions, thecomparative
advantages to multinationals of investing in such re-
gionsarenotalwayssufficienttoattractthemtolocate
there.Muchdependsinthisregardontheprimaryrea-
son for the investment so far as the multinational is
concerned, whether to supply the local or regional
market however extensively defined (whether con-
fined to a small area, at one extreme, or the whole of
the EU, at the other) or whether to take advantage of
specific factors of production which are on offer —
such as low labour costs, particular skills or certain
natural resources.
Ifthereason hastodowithsupplyingarelativelylarge
market in geographical terms, then a multinational
might be open to persuasion where in a particular
country or broad geographical region it decides to lo-
cate.Anationalgovernmentmightthenhavelittlediffi-
culty in persuading a multinational to locate in a less
favoured area. If the reason, however, has to do with
the specific attraction of a particular place, then it can
often be difficult for a national government to per-
suade the multinational concerned to locate else-
where if the place in question is not in line with overall
regional development policy. In this case, the risk
might be to discourage the multinational from invest-
ing in the country concerned at all. This tends to be a
particular dilemma for governments in the Cohesion
countries or, still more, in the accession countries,
where there is a potential trade-off between wanting
investment to go towards the less developed regions
to provide a stimulus and help them catch up, and the
fact that investment tends naturally to be attracted to
the regions which are most dynamic.
Although data on the regional location of inward in-
vestment into the EU are incomplete, they suggest
that FDI inflows have tended to go disproportionately
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tries and across the EU as a whole. Ireland is some-
what of an exception in that it attracted large-scale
inflows throughout the 1990s despite, initially at least,
its relatively low GDP per head, although inflows went
disproportionatelytotheeasternpartofthecountry,to
Dublin and the surrounding area. Ireland has contin-
ued to be a major destination for investment as its
GDP has risen.
Over the three years 1999 to 2001, FDI in the 15 EU
Member States amounted to around 7% of GDP, on
average,ifinflowsfromotherpartsoftheUnionarein-
cluded (and under 2% of GDP if they are not). In Ire-
land,however,inwardinvestmentaveragedover20%
of GDP over these three years (Graph 2.6). The next
highest levels of FDI, at over 13% of GDP, were in
Denmark, the Netherlands and Sweden, in the first
two of which GDP per head was the third and fourth
highest in the EU, behind Ireland and Luxembourg,
which withBelgium,also had a levelofFDIwell above
the EU average relative to GDP.
IntheCohesioncountries,otherthanIreland,FDIwas
much lower, averaging just over 4% of GDP in Portu-
galoverthisperiodandonly1½%ofGDPinSpainand
just 1% of GDP in Greece, the lowest level in the EU
together with Italy.
Within all these countries, as else-
where in the Union, the evidence
available suggests that inward in-
vestment went disproportionately
to the more prosperous regions
and relatively little went to lagging
areas. Although the regional data
are not ideal because inflows are
often classified to the region where
a company’s headquarters is lo-
cated rather than to where the in-
vestment actually goes, the
evidence is, nevertheless, striking.
In Germany, investment was
concentrated in a limited number
of Länder, with Nordrhein-
Westphalia, Hesse and Baden-Wurttemberg ac-
counting for 71% of all inward FDI inflows in the years
1998 to 2000 and Bayern and Hamburg for another
17% (Table A2.8). By contrast, the 5 Objective 1 re-
gions in the east of the country accounted for only just
over 2% of total inflows between them.
In Spain, around 70% of FDI inflows in the years
1999 to 2001 went to Madrid and a further 14% to
Cataluña, while Objective 1 regions accounted for
well under 10% between them (and for very little at
all outside Valencia and the Canaries). Similarly, in
Italy, where the data relate to employment in
foreign-owned enterprises rather than FDI inflows,
multinationals are concentrated in the north of the
country and under 4% of employment in foreign-
owned companies was in the southern Objective 1
regions in 2000.
FDI in the accession countries
Much the same tendency is evident in the accession
countriesasintheEU,atleastforregionswithinthese
countries,thoughthedistributionofinvestmentacross
countries varies less closely with GDP per head than
in the EU, despite appearances to the contrary. Ac-
cordingtothelatestdata,almost70%ofFDIinflowsto
these countries goes to just three of them — Poland,
which alone accounts for 35% of the total, the Czech
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70% includes an estimate for Romania, for which no
data are available for the years since 1999.)
Nevertheless,ifrelatedtoGDP,thisapparentconcen-
tration is no longer so evident. In Poland, therefore,
FDI amounted to an average of 4½% of GDP over the
three years 1999 to 2001 and in Hungary, to just over
4%, less than in most other countries. Although in the
Czech Republic, FDI was higher than anywhere else
relative to GDP (over 9%) other than in Malta (16%), it
wasalsorelativelyhighinEstoniaandBulgaria,coun-
tries with relatively low levels of GDP per head even
within the region. At the same time, it was relatively
low in Slovenia, in which GDP per head is relatively
high.
Within all the countries, however, the data available
indicate a relatively high degree of concentration of
FDI in and around capital cities, as in the Cohesion
countries. In Hungary, therefore, over two-thirds of in-
ward investment in 2001 went to the region in which
Budapestislocated;intheCzechRepublic,60%went
toPragueandthesurroundingregion(StøedníÈechy)
in the same year and in Slovakia, some 63% went to
Bratislava (Table A2.10). In Poland, on the other
hand, where there are a number of large cities apart
fromWarsaw,FDIinflowsarelessconcentrated.Nev-
ertheless, the capital city region (Mazowieckie) ac-
counted for around a quarter of total inflows in 1998
and two other regions (£ódzkie and Wielkopolskie),
both of which contain large cities (Lodz and Poznan),
for another quarter.
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1 It should be noted, however, that in the southern countries, the provision of a minimum level of income tends to be a regional
responsibility and access to this varies from one region to another.
2 Moreover,theItalianfiguresrelatetosmallerNUTS2regionsinsteadoflargerNUTS1regionsasintheUK,whichwouldtendinitself
to widen rather than narrow the difference.
3 Unlike in Italy, there is no systematic tendency for the relative number of people above retirement age to be greater in more
prosperous regions than less prosperous ones, or indeed vice versa.
4 This, of course, ignores the benefits which might stem from levying taxes locally to fund local expenditure in terms of encouraging
greater fiscal responsibility and more efficient deployment of spending.
5 Inpractice,social contributions incountriesinwhichaceiling onthemaximumamountpayableisfixedareregressive abovethelevel
of earnings involved and this tends to offset the progressive schedule of income tax rates.
6 At the same time, it should be noted that the widespread tendency to shift away from taxes on income to taxes on expenditure
generally has the effect of reducing the progressive nature of the tax system as a whole.
7 The system in Denmark is set to alter in the near future with possibly large changes in both the structure of the public sector and the
division of responsibilities between different levels of government.
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2 A2.1 Public expenditure by economic category, 1995 and 2002
%o fG D P
Goods and
services
of which:
empl. comp.
Social
benefits
Debt
interest
Other transfers
+ subsidies
GDFC* Total expenditure Total revenue Budget balance
1995 2002 1995 2002 1995 2002 1995 2002 1995 2002 1995 2002 1995 2002 1995 2002 1995** 2002
EU15 20.7 20.6 11.1 10.4 17.2 16.4 5.4 3.4 6.7 4.2 2.6 2.2 51.3 47.4 46.1 45.5 -5.2 -1.9
BE 21.4 22.3 11.9 12.0 16.6 16.1 9.3 6.1 4.6 4.7 1.8 1.6 52.8 50.3 48.5 50.4 -4.3 0.1
DK 25.8 26.3 17.3 17.6 20.4 17.5 6.4 3.7 5.2 5.2 1.8 1.8 60.3 55.5 58.0 57.4 -2.3 1.9
DE 19.8 19.2 9.0 7.9 18.1 19.4 3.7 3.1 11.5 4.8 2.3 1.6 49.6 46.3 46.1 45.0 -3.5 -1.3
EL 15.3 15.8 11.3 11.9 15.1 16.4 11.7 5.5 3.4 3.4 3.2 3.8 49.4 46.9 39.3 45.6 -10.1 -1.3
ES 18.1 17.6 11.3 10.3 13.9 12.5 5.2 2.8 4.4 3.9 3.7 3.4 45.0 39.8 38.4 39.9 -6.6 0.1
FR 23.9 23.9 13.7 13.7 18.5 18.1 3.6 3.1 4.4 4.0 3.3 3.1 55.1 53.5 49.6 50.3 -5.5 -3.2
IE 16.4 15.1 10.2 8.3 11.8 8.3 5.4 1.4 4.7 3.9 2.3 4.4 41.5 33.3 39.4 33.1 -2.1 -0.2
IT 17.9 18.8 11.2 10.7 16.7 17.1 11.5 5.8 4.9 3.8 2.1 1.8 53.4 47.7 45.8 45.2 -7.6 -2.5
LU 18.4 18.1 9.7 8.6 16.5 15.7 0.4 0.3 6.4 6.2 4.6 4.7 45.5 44.4 47.6 46.8 2.1 2.4
NL 24.0 24.5 10.8 10.5 15.3 11.8 5.9 3.1 8.1 3.8 3.0 3.3 51.4 47.5 47.3 45.9 -4.1 -1.6
AT 20.4 18.6 12.6 9.7 19.5 18.6 4.4 3.6 7.6 8.3 3.1 1.3 57.3 51.7 52.0 51.3 -5.3 -0.4
PT 18.6 21.1 13.6 15.4 11.8 13.0 6.3 3.0 4.4 5.4 3.7 3.4 45.0 46.1 39.6 43.3 -5.4 -2.8
FI 22.8 21.7 15.2 13.5 22.1 16.8 4.0 2.2 5.2 4.0 2.8 2.9 59.6 50.0 55.7 54.2 -3.9 4.2
SE 27.3 28.0 16.7 16.3 20.6 17.6 6.6 3.2 6.4 3.9 4.0 3.2 67.7 58.5 60.3 59.5 -7.4 1.0
UK 19.6 20.0 8.3 7.6 15.4 13.5 3.7 2.1 3.8 3.8 2.0 1.3 44.6 40.7 38.9 39.4 -5.7 -1.3
* GDFC = gross domestic fixed capital formation
**DE: not includingunification-relateddebt andasset assumptions by theFederalGovernment (Threuhand, easternhousingcompanies andDeutscheKreditbank) equalto
EUR 116.3 billion;
NL: not including a net amount of EUR 14.9 billion of exceptional expenditure related to the reform of the financing of social housing societies
Source: Eurostat, Government sector accounts
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A2.2 Public expenditure on old-age pensions and unemployment benefits, 1995 and 2000
% of total expenditure on social benefits
Old age pensions* Unemployment benefits
1995 2000 % point change 1995 2000 % point change
EU15 44.8 46.4 1.6 8.4 6.3 -2.1
BE 43.1 43.8 0.7 13.0 11.9 -1.1
DK 37.7 38.1 0.4 14.8 10.5 -4.2
DE 42.7 42.2 -0.4 9.0 8.4 -0.6
EL 52.1 49.4 -2.7 4.5 6.2 1.6
ES 43.9 46.3 2.4 16.5 12.2 -4.3
FR 43.5 44.1 0.5 7.9 6.9 -1.0
IE 26.5 25.4 -1.1 15.3 9.7 -5.7
IT 63.4 63.4 0.0 3.0 1.7 -1.4
LU 45.1 40.0 -5.1 3.1 3.3 0.2
NL 38.0 42.4 4.4 9.9 5.1 -4.8
AT 48.4 48.3 -0.1 5.6 4.7 -0.9
PT 41.7 45.6 3.9 5.4 3.8 -1.6
FI 32.8 35.8 3.0 14.4 10.4 -3.9
SE 37.5 39.1 1.6 10.9 6.5 -4.4
UK 43.1 47.7 4.5 5.6 3.2 -2.4
* Old-age pensions include survivors' benefits
Note: Except for DK, IE, LU, AT, all 2000 data are provisional or estimated
Source: Eurostat, ESSPROS
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4 A2.3 Public expenditure by function, 1995 and 2001
%o fG D P
Total General services Environment Health Education Social protection Other
1995 2001 1995 2001 1995 2001 1995 2001 1995 2001 1995 2001 1995 2001
EU15 52.9 46.9 8.2 6.8 0.8 0.7 6.2 6.3 5.2 5.0 20.0 18.8 12.5 9.3
BE 52.8 49.5 12.1 10.2 0.7 0.8 6.2 6.6 6.4 6.2 18.6 17.2 8.8 8.5
DK 60.3 55.3 10.8 8.6 0.0 : 5.1 5.4 7.7 8.3 26.8 24.0 9.6 9.0
DE 56.1 48.3 6.7 6.3 1.0 0.6 6.4 6.4 4.5 4.2 21.3 21.8 16.2 9.0
EL 51.0 47.8 16.8 10.9 0.5 0.6 3.4 3.7 3.3 3.1 18.3 19.4 8.7 10.1
ES : 39.4 : 5.5 : 0.9 : 5.3 : 4.3 : 13.4 : 10.0
FR 55.1 52.5 6.3 6.4 1.1 1.3 7.9 7.9 6.3 6.0 21.5 20.4 12.0 10.5
IE 41.5 33.9 7.3 3.8 0.0 : 6.2 6.3 5.1 4.3 13.6 9.5 9.1 10.1
IT 53.4 48.5 14.1 9.6 0.7 0.9 5.5 6.4 4.9 5.0 18.7 17.8 9.5 8.8
LU 45.5 39.1 4.6 4.7 1.5 1.3 5.6 4.9 5.0 4.7 19.2 17.1 9.6 6.4
NL 56.4 46.6 10.0 8.2 0.8 0.7 3.9 4.1 5.1 4.8 20.7 17.5 15.9 11.3
AT 57.3 51.8 9.3 8.5 1.4 0.4 7.6 6.1 6.5 5.7 22.6 21.5 9.9 9.6
PT 45.0 46.2 8.7 6.7 0.4 0.7 5.3 6.8 6.5 7.0 12.5 13.6 11.6 11.4
FI 59.6 49.1 7.0 6.4 0.3 0.3 6.2 6.0 7.3 6.5 26.0 20.6 12.8 9.3
SE 67.7 57.1 11.9 8.8 0.2 0.3 6.4 6.8 7.1 7.3 27.2 23.8 14.9 10.1
UK 43.5 39.2 5.7 4.3 0.3 0.5 5.6 6.1 4.5 4.6 17.3 16.0 10.1 7.7
Note: For 1995, no data are available for ES; EU15 includes an estimate for ES
Source: Eurostat, Government sector accounts
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A2.4 Public expenditure by region in the UK, 2000-01*
North N West Yorks E Midls W Mids S West East London S East England Scotland Wales N Ireland UK
Expenditure per head (EUR)
Social security 3472 3212 2891 2706 2870 2732 2502 2712 2384 2781 3150 3303 3408 2856
Education 1218 1225 1216 1149 1217 1112 1148 1270 1097 1183 1523 1203 1695 1227
Health 1953 1950 1866 1682 1762 1781 1672 2293 1695 1861 2210 2138 2105 1911
Roads+transport 281 210 193 232 208 245 262 314 240 243 304 248 222 248
Environment 324 299 253 232 235 225 196 284 214 249 328 424 272 265
Other 1157 1117 1233 1028 1054 1013 1049 1524 944 1130 1606 1383 2837 1232
Total 8406 8012 7653 7028 7346 7108 6829 8397 6575 7446 9120 8698 10539 7740
% of regional GDP
Social security 17.2 14.1 12.6 11.1 12.0 11.5 9.2 7.1 8.3 10.4 12.4 15.7 16.8 10.9
Education 6.0 5.4 5.3 4.7 5.1 4.7 4.2 3.3 3.8 4.4 6.0 5.7 8.4 4.7
Health 9.7 8.6 8.1 6.9 7.4 7.5 6.2 6.0 5.9 7.0 8.7 10.2 10.4 7.3
Roads+transport 1.4 0.9 0.8 0.9 0.9 1.0 1.0 0.8 0.8 0.9 1.2 1.2 1.1 0.9
Environment 1.6 1.3 1.1 0.9 1.0 0.9 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.9 1.3 2.0 1.3 1.0
Other 5.7 4.9 5.4 4.2 4.4 4.3 3.9 4.0 3.3 4.2 6.3 6.6 14.0 4.7
Total 41.6 35.3 33.3 28.7 30.6 30.0 25.2 21.9 22.8 27.9 36.0 41.3 52.1 29.6
GDP per head (EUR 000) 20.2 22.7 23.0 24.5 24.0 23.7 27.1 38.3 28.8 26.7 25.3 21.0 20.2 26.1
* 2000-01 financial year
Source: DG REGIO calculations based on Public Expenditure Statistical Analysis (PESA) 2002-03 and Eurostat, Regional accounts
0
5
2
5
7
5
9
5
1
0
0
0
5
2
5
7
5
9
5
1
0
0
0
5
2
5
7
5
9
5
1
0
0
0
5
2
5
7
5
9
5
1
0
0
c
o
_
e
n
_
2
0
0
3
_
r
e
_
f
i
n
a
l
.
p
s
C
:
\
c
o
_
e
n
_
2
0
0
3
\
c
o
_
e
n
_
2
0
0
3
_
r
e
_
f
i
n
a
l
.
v
p
T
u
e
s
d
a
y
,
 
M
a
r
c
h
 
0
2
,
 
2
0
0
4
 
1
2
:
0
9
:
3
6
 
P
M
C
o
l
o
r
 
p
r
o
f
i
l
e
:
 
G
e
n
e
r
i
c
 
C
M
Y
K
 
p
r
i
n
t
e
r
 
p
r
o
f
i
l
e
C
o
m
p
o
s
i
t
e
 
 
D
e
f
a
u
l
t
 
s
c
r
e
e
nT
H
I
R
D
R
E
P
O
R
T
O
N
E
C
O
N
O
M
I
C
A
N
D
S
O
C
I
A
L
C
O
H
E
S
I
O
N
P
a
r
t
2
—
T
h
e
i
m
p
a
c
t
o
f
M
e
m
b
e
r
S
t
a
t
e
p
o
l
i
c
i
e
s
o
n
c
o
h
e
s
i
o
n
1
0
6 A2.5 Public expenditure by region in Italy, 2000
Piemonte Valle
d’Aosta
Lom-
bardia
Trentino
Alto
Adige
Veneto Friuli
Venezia
Giulia
Liguria Emilia
Romagna
Toscana Umbria Marche Lazio Abruzzo Molise Campania Puglia Basilicata Calabria Sicilia Sardegna Italy
Expenditure per head (EUR)
Social security 4302 4413 4070 3265 3530 4678 4976 4546 4216 4327 4009 4550 3601 3420 2713 3054 3200 3100 2920 3276 3769
Education 743 1103 725 1455 730 1009 933 804 939 920 777 1321 802 784 805 751 803 766 743 888 848
Health 1553 2224 1947 2121 1531 1680 1556 1742 1623 1785 1517 1586 1190 1395 1375 1359 1426 1354 1426 1548 1589
Roads+transport 558 1056 377 720 399 591 801 414 503 610 423 774 470 631 414 404 538 560 408 469 489
Environment 267 631 258 526 207 301 340 229 312 529 294 287 266 376 254 221 302 244 256 436 275
Other 4646 7964 6922 6766 3998 5564 5391 4705 4198 4302 4028 7341 3581 3489 3119 3278 4271 3243 3635 5125 4827
Total 12070 17391 14299 14854 10395 13823 13997 12440 11791 12473 11049 15858 9910 10096 8680 9067 10540 9267 9389 11742 11797
% of regional GDP
Social security 18.2 18.1 15.2 12.1 14.9 20.7 23.4 17.7 18.8 21.7 19.8 20.3 21.8 22.0 21.0 23.0 22.1 25.4 22.7 22.0 18.7
Education 3.1 4.5 2.7 5.4 3.1 4.5 4.4 3.1 4.2 4.6 3.8 5.9 4.8 5.1 6.2 5.7 5.6 6.3 5.8 6.0 4.2
Health 6.6 9.1 7.3 7.8 6.5 7.4 7.3 6.8 7.2 8.9 7.5 7.1 7.2 9.0 10.7 10.3 9.9 11.1 11.1 10.4 7.9
Roads+transport 2.4 4.3 1.4 2.7 1.7 2.6 3.8 1.6 2.2 3.1 2.1 3.4 2.8 4.1 3.2 3.0 3.7 4.6 3.2 3.2 2.4
Environment 1.1 2.6 1.0 1.9 0.9 1.3 1.6 0.9 1.4 2.6 1.5 1.3 1.6 2.4 2.0 1.7 2.1 2.0 2.0 2.9 1.4
Other 19.7 32.7 25.9 25.0 16.9 24.6 25.4 18.3 18.7 21.5 19.9 32.7 21.6 22.5 24.2 24.7 29.5 26.5 28.2 34.5 23.9
Total 51.1 71.4 53.5 54.8 44.0 61.2 65.8 48.5 52.4 62.5 54.5 70.7 59.9 65.1 67.3 68.4 72.9 75.8 72.8 79.0 58.4
GDP per head
(EUR 000)
23.6 24.4 26.7 27.1 23.6 22.6 21.3 25.7 22.5 20.0 20.3 22.4 16.5 15.5 12.9 13.3 14.5 12.2 12.9 14.9 20.2
Note: Public expenditure includes spending by public corporations as well as by General Government; figures in bold relate to Objective 1 regions.
Source: DG REGIO calculations based on MEF-DPS (2002), TPA database and Eurostat, Regional accounts
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A2.6 Public expenditure by region in Spain, average 1992-1999
Galicia Astu-
rias
Canta-
bria
Pais
Vasco
Navarra La
Rioja
Aragón Madrid Castilla
yL e ó n
Castilla
-la
Mancha
Extre-
madura
Cata-
luña
Valen-
cia
Illes
Balears
Anda-
lucía
Murcia Ceuta y
Melilla
Cana-
rias
Spain
Expenditure per head (EUR)
Health, social services,
basic territorial financing
1637 1703 1695 2298 2221 1635 1741 1545 1755 1656 1816 1546 1458 1365 1592 1560 1499 1850 1648
Infrastructure 172 272 323 183 189 144 267 158 232 287 247 133 187 220 209 240 358 201 196
Law+order, housing,
transport
187 218 207 358 303 332 278 314 286 242 235 250 193 249 204 171 489 244 246
EU+other regional aid 95 442 48 51 60 36 53 9 95 88 204 24 46 16 164 52 67 611 105
Total 2091 2635 2274 2890 2773 2147 2339 2026 2367 2273 2502 1953 1883 1850 2169 2024 2413 2907 2195
% of regional GDP
Health, social services,
basic territorial financing
17.0 15.8 14.8 15.8 14.6 11.8 13.1 9.8 15.6 16.5 22.7 10.4 12.5 9.0 17.7 15.0 14.6 15.8 13.6
Infrastructure 1.8 2.5 2.8 1.3 1.2 1.0 2.0 1.0 2.1 2.9 3.1 0.9 1.6 1.4 2.3 2.3 3.5 1.7 1.6
Law+order, housing,
transport
1.9 2.0 1.8 2.5 2.0 2.4 2.1 2.0 2.5 2.4 2.9 1.7 1.7 1.6 2.3 1.6 4.7 2.1 2.0
EU+other regional aid 1.0 4.1 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.3 0.4 0.1 0.8 0.9 2.5 0.2 0.4 0.1 1.8 0.5 0.7 5.2 0.9
Total 21.7 24.4 19.8 19.9 18.2 15.5 17.6 12.8 21.0 22.6 31.2 13.2 16.1 12.2 24.1 19.4 23.4 24.8 18.1
GDP per head (EUR 000) 14.6 16.0 18.1 22.9 23.8 20.6 19.9 24.9 17.2 15.1 12.0 22.5 17.9 22.2 13.8 15.5 15.4 17.5 18.6
Note: Figures in bold relate to Objective 1 regions
Source: DG REGIO calculations based on Intervención General de la Administración del Estado (IGAE) and Eurostat, Regional accounts
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A2.7 Receipts from taxes and social contributions by level of government, 1995 and 2001
% of total receipts
Central govt Social security Regional+local govt
1995 2001 1995 2001 1995 2001
EU15 49 52 36 34 15 15
BE 60 60 34 33 7 7
DK 66 62 3 4 31 34
DE 30 29 43 42 27 28
EL 66 67 33 32 1 1
ES 51 48 36 36 13 16
FR 43 42 46 48 10 9
IE 83 84 15 14 3 2
IT 60 56 32 29 8 15
LU 67 67 27 27 6 6
NL 57 61 40 36 3 4
AT 45 49 35 32 20 19
PT 64 63 31 31 5 6
FI 46 51 32 27 22 22
SE 43 43 27 27 30 29
UK 79 79 17 17 4 4
Note: Data for Portugal for 2001 relate to 2000. Central government includes EU taxes.
Source: Eurostat, Government sector accounts
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A2.8 Distribution of inward FDI by region in selected EU countries
% of country totals
Germany 1998-2000 Spain 1999-2001 Italy 2000
Nordrhein-Westfalen 37.5 Madrid 69.5 Lombardia 43.5
Hessen 21.6 Cataluña 13.6 Piemonte 14.9
Baden-Württemberg 11.7 País Vasco 5.5 Lazio 8.4
Bayern 9.0 Other regions 3.0 Emilia-Romagna 7.8
Hamburg 7.7 Com. Valenciana 2.7 Veneto 4.7
Niedersachsen 3.3 Canarias 2.7 Toscana 4.3
Berlin 2.8 Andalucía 1.2 Friuli-Venezia-Giulia 4.0
Rheinland-Pfalz 1.9 Galicia 0.5 Abruzzo 3.3
Schleswig-Holstein 1.6 Baleares 0.4 Liguria 1.9
Sachsen-Anhalt 1.0 Aragón 0.3 Trentino Alto Adige 1.5
Bremen 0.5 Navarra 0.3 Umbria 1.2
Brandenburg 0.3 Asturias 0.1 Campania 1.2
Sachsen 0.3 Castilla-La Mancha 0.1 Puglia 0.8
Saarland 0.3 Castilla y León 0.1 Sicilia 0.8
Thüringen 0.3 Murcia 0.1 Marche 0.7
Mecklenburg-Vorpommern 0.2 Extremadura 0.0 Sardegna 0.4
Rioja 0.0 Valle d’Aosta 0.4
Cantabria 0.0 Basilicata 0.2
Ceuta y Melilla 0.0 Molise 0.0
Calabria 0.0
Notes: Figures for Italy refer to the number of employees in foreign-owned manufacturing subsidiaries; it should be emphasised that
employment is attributed to regions according to the location of headquarters and not branches. They are, therefore, only indicative of
the actual regional distribution.
Figures relate to average 1998-2000 for Germany and average 1999-2001 for Spain.
Source: DE — Bankgesellschaft Berlin based on Deutsche Bundesbank; ES — Foreign Investment Register; IT — CNEL, FDI data-
base (R&P — Politecnico di Milano)
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A2.9 Inward FDI into the EU15 and the accession
countries, average 1999-2001
%o fG D P %o fG D P
EU15 6.9 BG 5.4
BE/LU 8.5 CY 5.8
DK 14.6 CZ* 9.2
DE 4.9 EE 7.8
EL 0.9 HU 4.2
ES 1.5 LT 3.9
FR 3.5 LV 4.4
IE 20.7 MT 15.8
IT 1.1 PL* 4.4
NL 13.2 RO 3.8
AT 3.1 SI 1.7
PT 4.3 SK 8.8
FI 4.6
SE 13.0
UK 5.9
BE/LU: data are for 1998; DK: data are for 1999-2000;
ES: data for 1998-1999; RO: data are for 1997-1999;
HU, SK: data are for 2000-2001
*CZandPLaccountfor23%and35%,respectively, ofallFDI
in the accession countries.
Source: Eurostat, Balance of payments statistics; UNCTAD
for Greece
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A2.10 Distribution of inward FDI by NUTS 2 region in selected new Member States
% of country totals
Czech Republic 2001 Hungary 2001 Poland 1998 Slovakia 2001
Praha 49.3 Közép-Magyarország 67.7 Mazowieckie 24.3 Bratislavský 63.2
Støední Èechy 10.7 Közép-Dunántúl 9.4 Œl¹skie 13.5 Východné Slovensko 18.8
Jihozápad 7.6 Nyugat-Dunántúl 7.5 Wielkopolskie 11.6 Západné Slovensko 10.3
Severozápad 8.2 Észak-Magyarország 6.2 Dolnoœl¹skie 8.4 Stredné Slovensko 7.7
Severovýchod 6.6 Dél-Alföld 4.0 Pomorskie 7.3
Jihovýchod 8.4 Észak-Alföld 3.5 £ódzkie 5.9
Støední Morava 5.2 Dél-Dunántúl 1.8 Ma³opolskie 5.6
Moravskoslezko 4.0 Kujawsko-Pomorskie 4.1
Zachodniopomorskie 3.9
Lubelskie 2.8
Podkarpackie 2.5
Œwiêtokrzyskie 2.3
Warmiñsko-Mazurskie 2.3
Lubuskie 2.2
Opolskie 1.8
Podlaskie 1.6
Source: National statistical sources
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The Second Cohesion Report presented an analysis
of the contribution of Community policies to cohesion.
The concern here is not to repeat this analysis but to
review the main changes which have occurred in
these policies since 2001 in the light of EU objectives,
particularly those agreed at Lisbon and Gothenburg.
Two policy areas not included in the previous report
are also covered, namely trade policy and justice and
home affairs. A separate section examines policy on
State aid which has important links with cohesion pol-
icy. The final section presents the results of a survey
conductedin28regionsintheEUontheperceptionof
the effects of different Community policies.
The contribution of Community
policies to cohesion in the light
of the Lisbon and Gothenburg strategy
Building the knowledge-based economy
Knowledge is at the heart of the Lisbon strategy. The
generation, dissemination and use of knowledge is
critical to the way in which businesses operate and
grow. Facilitating access to finance and markets, pro-
moting business support services, reinforcing links
between enterprises and the scientific base, equip-
ping people with the right skills through education and
training, encouraging the take up of new technologies
and increasing investment in R&D are all key to im-
proving the business environment and stimulating
innovation.
Community enterprise, industrial and innovation pol-
icy is aimed at strengthening the competitiveness of
EU industry and services by encouraging enterprise,
establishing an environment conducive to innovation
and economic development and ensuring access to
markets
1.
Enterprise policy encourages public-private partner-
ship and networking between companies
2 (through,
for example, the Innovation Relay Centres and the In-
novating Regions in Europe network), so stimulating
theexchangeofknowledgeandexperience.Similarly,
the information and advice centres, which have been
established across the EU over the past decade, with
the support, inter alia, of the Structural Funds, play an
important role, along with other business support ser-
vices, in building relationships between firms in differ-
ent regions and in helping them solve practical
problems.
Enterprise policy is also aimed at encouraging entre-
preneurship andmakingiteasier tostartandrunbusi-
nesses, which can be particularly important for
disadvantaged groups andinlaggingregions
3.Tothis
end, a new EU definition of micro, small and medium-
sized enterprises will apply from the beginning of
2005
4, which by extending coverage to larger firms
than at present will effectively reduce the administra-
tive burdens they now have to bear, while at the same
time making them eligible for financial support.
As indicated in Part 1, disparities between regions in
relationtoinnovationstemnotonlyfromdifferencesin
expenditure on R&D, but equally importantly from the
weaknessoflinksbetweenbusinesses,researchcen-
tres and so on which make up the regional innovation
system. Innovation policies are, therefore, moving
away from measures to expand R&D and technologi-
cal capacity directly towards strategies to improve the
environment in which firms operate
5. Three areas de-
serve particular attention:
• building on the experience of pioneering work fi-
nancedbytheStructuralFunds(RegionalInnova-
tion Strategies (RIS)), regions are encouraged to
develop demand-led, participatory policies for in-
novation (see below). This is particularly impor-
tant in the accession countries, where coherent
policies at regional level are lacking: RIS-NAC
(Regional Innovation Strategies — Newly Associ-
ated Countries) was set up, with a budget of
EUR 5.25 million, under the Fifth Framework
Programme, 16 regions in9 countries started pro-
jects at the beginning of 2002;
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Composite  Default screen• in order to make the most efficient use of existing
knowledge and maximise its diffusion, it is neces-
sary to increase the availability of business ser-
vices and improving their quality. The network of
InnovationRelayCentres, inparticular, isfocused
specificallyontheneedsoflessadvancedregions
helping local businesses access technology and
identifyingthetechnologies suitable fortransfer to
other regions or sectors;
• lack of access to finance is often a key constraint
onthegrowthanddevelopmentofcompaniesand
an important part of enterprise policy is to support
the development of alternatives to bank lending,
such as venture capital funds, in regions where fi-
nance is limited. The means created through the
European Investment Fund (EIF) to increase the
finance available to SMEs include the SME Guar-
antee Facility, the ETF Start-up Scheme and the
SeedCapitalAction.TheEIFisalsointheprocess
ofestablishing acontactwithatleastonefinancial
institution in each accession country for the same
purpose.
The main plank of Community policy for the informa-
tion society is the eEurope Initiative launched in
June 2000 with a second phase, the eEurope 2005
Action Plan, begun two years later, the main objective
being to ensure ‘modern online public services
(e-government, e-learning and e-health); a dynamic
environment for e-business and, as an enabler for
these, widespread availabilityofbroadband access at
competitive prices and a secure information
infrastructure’
6.
The Action Plan sets out a strategy to make broad-
band infrastructure available to businesses and peo-
ple throughout the EU at affordable prices. It also
draws attention to the need to develop adequate con-
tent and services, with particular emphasis on areas
where government can make the difference by sup-
porting, with EU cooperation and possible use of the
StructuralFunds,deploymentofbroadband inless fa-
voured regions. The results can be summarised as
follows:
• the Initiative has helped to stimulate competition
between alternative platforms and operators and
to focus Member State and Community efforts on
key disparities across the EU. Yet, despite broad-
band lines in the EU doubling between July 2002
and July 2003, availability remains extremely un-
even in different areas;
• the overall volume of online transactions remains
modest and differences persist between Member
States,notablyduetogapsinInternetaccessrates;
• there is continuing expansion of online availability
of the 20 basic public services identified in eEuro-
pe, with the proportion available increasing from
45% in October 2001 to 60% in October 2002 and
while differences between Member States still ex-
ist, those lagging behind are catching up fast;
• there is a rapid development of Government ser-
vicesonlineinalloftheaccessioncountries,some
of which are more advanced than EU Member
States in certain areas;
• the proportion of EU schools online increased
from 89% in March 2001 to 93% in March 2002,
with no major differences between Member
States, except for Greece, where only 59% of
schools were connected. The number of comput-
ers connected to the Internet rose from 4 per 100
pupilstoalmost6per100overthesameperiod.
At the 2002 Barcelona European Council, the target
was set of increasing investment in research and
technological development (RTD) in the EU by 2010
to 3% of GDP (two-thirds of this in the private sector),
up from just under 2% in 2000. The Sixth Community
Framework Programme on RTD, with an overall bud-
get of EUR 17,5 billion, has been launched to help
achieve this
7, in combination with the European Re-
search Area (ERA) Initiative
8, introduced to reduce
fragmentation of research activities across the EU, in-
crease investment in research and improve the envi-
ronment for realising the potential benefits from
research.
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Composite  Default screenParticipation of the Cohesion countries and lagging
regions in the Fifth Framework Programme
(1998–2002) was as follows:
• organisations in the Cohesion countries ac-
counted for 17.8% of participants in Community
RTD contracts signed between January 2002 and
March 2003, marginally higher than their share of
EU population (17.1%) and up from 16% in 2001.
In terms of finance, however, they received less
thantheirshareofpopulation(14.6%)butthiswas
more than in 2001 (12.2%). In addition, just over
31% of the cooperation links established between
organisations in the EU in 2002 included partici-
pants from the Cohesion countries;
• disparities across regions are more marked, re-
flecting the concentration of research in compara-
tively few areas. Some 14% of the organisations
participating in the Fifth Framework Programme
were based in Objective 1 regions, the same as in
the Fourth Programme (1994–1998). Of the 64
Objective 1 regions, just 8 (Ireland, Berlin, Lisboa
e Vale do Tejo, Attiki, Kriti, Comunidad
Valenciana,AndalucíaandSouthYorkshire)were
responsible for over half of the projects. The first
three of these are no longer full Objective 1
regions;
• so far as SMEs participation is concerned, more
than4,600SMEssignedacontractin2001.Some
77% of projects came from businesses with fewer
than50employeesand42%frombusinesseswith
fewer than 10. A number of these were located in
acceding and associated countries. Although the
SMEs awarded contracts were a tiny fraction of
thetotalintheUnion,theyaccountedforover23%
of participants in the four thematic programmes
and received over 15% of the total funding.
Severalinitiativeshavebeenlaunchedtoreinforcethe
role of regions in the creation of the ERA:
• innovation activities under the Fifth Framework
Programme (with a budget of EUR 119 million),
supportedthenetworkingofbusinessesandother
organisations at regional level, in conjunction with
the innovative actions of the Structural Funds;
• the Programme also financed the “Innovating Re-
gions of Europe” (IRE) network Initiative
9 to facili-
tate exchange of experience and good practice
between regions, including between advanced
andlaggingregions,intheaccession countriesas
well as the present EU15;
• in the same context, a new pilot initiative
10 was
launchedin2003withabudgetofEUR2.5million,
aimed at developing experimental activities in-
volving networks of European regions (with the
active involvement of universities, research cen-
tres and the business community) so as to create
’Knowledgeregions‘which could serveasmodels
fortheimplementationoftheLisbonstrategyatre-
gional level;
• several projects aimed at developing regional
‘foresight’ have been supported within the
STRATA actions of the Improving Human Poten-
tial (IHP) programme (total budget EUR 25 mil-
lion) to promote long-term strategic thinking and
bridge the gap between regional policy and RTDI
policy. Special attention has been given to the ac-
cession countries.
Looking ahead, the Sixth Framework Programme
(2002–2006) through two new initiatives, the Net-
works of Excellence and the Integrated Projects, has
the potential to improve links between more central
andperipheralscientificcentres,addtotheEU’sover-
all innovative capacity and combat the brain drain
from less favoured to more prosperous regions.
Funding forhuman resource developmentintheSixth
Framework Programme has been doubled in money
terms, with a potentially important effect on less fa-
vouredregionsthroughtechnologytransferschemes.
Moreover, a target has been set of spending at least
15% of the budget for the Thematic Priorities on
SMEs.
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Composite  Default screenInaddition,newcooperationhasbeenestablishedbe-
tween cohesion policy and R&D policy by enabling
successful applicants to the Sixth Framework
ProgrammelocatedinObjective1regionstoclaimad-
ditional financing from the Structural Funds via the re-
gional authorities concerned.
Education and training of key importance
The skills and qualifications of its people are the EU’s
prime resource and key to it becoming the most dy-
namic and competitive knowledge-baed economy in
the world.. The “Education and Training 2010”
programme has been implemented to help achieve
this end, setting out 13 objectives
11 aimed at making
education and training in Europe “a world reference
for quality by 2010”
12. A recent Communication
13 from
theCommissioncallsonMemberStatestostrengthen
their efforts at all levels, particularly in relation to in-
vestment in education and training, in order to ensure
the success of the Lisbon strategy. At the Brussels
EuropeanCouncil
14towardstheendof2003,Member
Statesagreedto’strengthenstructuredcooperationin
support of the development of human capital’.
Although many Member States have made consider-
able efforts to reform and adapt their lifelong learning
systems to the knowledge-based economy, the
changes made are still not sufficient to meet the chal-
lenge. Evidence strongly suggests that in order to
create and maintain a minimum level of knowledge-
intensive employment, a region must first build up a
critical mass of workers with a wide variety of skills.
The Community has for many years organised net-
works linking universities, training institutes and busi-
nesseswithinandbetweenregionsandmorerecently
has made efforts to establish networks of ‘learning
regions’.
Atthesametime,theincreasingdecentralisationof
responsibility for education and training to regional
level across the Union opens the way for the better
organisation of training provision in line with both
the needs of people and regional development
plans.
More and better jobs in an inclusive society
The European Employment Strategy (EES)
was launched at the end of 1997 with the primary
objective of combating unemployment through pre-
ventive methods and active employability mea-
sures. Since 2000, it has been aimed at achieving
the objectives set at Lisbon of full employment,
better jobs and improved social and economic
cohesion.
The Strategy was evaluated in 2002 and was
streamlined and revised at the Brussels Spring
Council of 2003 better to underpin in an enlarged
Union the objectives set at Lisbon. The evaluation
pointed to clear structural improvements in the EU
labour market. In 2002, unemployment in the EU
averaged7.7%ofthelabourforceasagainst10.0%
five years earlier, while equally relevantly the pro-
portion of working-age population in employment
increased from 60.7% to 64.3%. Despite marked
differences between Member States and the diffi-
culty of establishing causal relationships between
employment outcomes and specific policies, some
convergence of national employment policies to-
wards the objectives and guidelines defined under
the EES is discernible.
Efforts are continuing in most parts of the EU to en-
sure a new start, in the form of training, retraining,
workpractice,ajob,orotheremployabilitymeasure
to each person unemployed before they reach six
months unemployment in the case of for young
peopleand12monthsinthecaseofthoseover24.
To deliver tailor-made services and support activa-
tion and prevention, effective Public Employment
Services, equipped with sufficient capacity, are
needed. Therefore the Member States are commit-
ted to modernising Public Employment Services,
withsomemovingtowards cooperationwiththepri-
vatesector.InmostnewMemberStates,thePublic
Employment Services, set up at the beginning of
the1990s,arealsoundergoingacontinuousreform
and modernisation process.
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Trade policies and their impact on employment and cohesion
The opening up of trade is generally a source of benefit
for economies, leading to shifts in the allocation of fac-
tors of production to more productive uses, gains in effi-
ciency and economies of scale, greater competition,
increased transfers of knowledge and technology and
gains to consumers in the form of greater variety of
choice and lower prices.
At the same time, it is also the case that the opening up of
trade can lead to costs which are the counterpart of these
benefits. Whatever the gains in the long-term, shifts in the
allocation of factors of production can, therefore, involve
costs of adjustment in the short-term for the enterprises
and employees affected by increased imports.
Several features of the costs involved mean that they
cannot simply be ignored:
• the costs are generally concentrated on certain sec-
torsandregions,whichmeansthatforcertainsections
of the population they can be substantial and, accord-
ingly, have a more damaging effect than if they were
uniformlydistributedacrosstheeconomyasawhole;
• there tends to be no compensation paid by those who
gain to those who lose, partly because of the difficulty
of estimating the costs involved, and therefore some
people (and regions) will be worse off at least in the
short-term (which is an argument for assisting those
concerned);
• the difference between benefits and costs tends to
widen over time: costs tend to be higher in the initial
years (foreign competition usually has a rapid effect
on uncompetitive sectors) while most of the gains
(from increased efficiency brought about by a better
allocation of factors of production) take some time be-
fore they are felt. The empirical studies, therefore,
tend to show that in the years immediately following
the opening of trade, costs can amount to 10–15% of
the gains, two or three times higher than in the long-
term;
• costs and benefits differ equally between different
places: the effect on regions depends on the interna-
tionalcompetitivenessofthesectorsofactivitylocated
there, on the degree to which activities are spatially
concentrated(especiallytradedgoods)andtheextent
to which regions are specialised in the production of
particular goods and services. Some regions will be
adversely affected to a major extent by the opening of
trade while others will gain.
There also tends to be a marked asymmetry in the per-
ception of costs and benefits, whichhas inevitablepoliti-
cal consequences. While the costs are very visible, and
very alarming, not only because of their concentration
but also because of their more tangible nature (the clo-
sure of factories, redundancies and so on), the gains
tendto belessvisibleinpart becauseof beingintangible
— or at least more difficult to measure(greatervarietyof
choice for consumers, for example) — less striking and
more diffuse.
Despitethetypicallylowcostsofadjustment,theaccom-
panying measures taken when trade is opened up are,
therefore, of critical importance from both an economic
and political perspective. This importance is all the
greater since well-targeted accompanying policies can
limit the adjustment costs by anticipating them so far as
possible and easing the adjustment process that needs
to take place. An early identification of the vulnerable
sectors and workers involved should, therefore, enable
costs to be minimised. At the same time, whenthe prob-
lems arise, the provision of assistance to the individuals
concerned to help them make the necessary adaptation
canacceleratethechangeandminimisethescaleofad-
justment costs.
It is in the interest of the EU to help ease anyadjustment
process which is necessary and to contribute towards
covering the costs of the policies which it has imple-
mented. This it did over manyyearsunderthe European
Coal and Steel Community. The development of the
same kind of policy for facilitating change will be all the
more important in the years to come when many trade
agreements will either come to an end or will need to be
renewed (the Multi-Fibre Agreement, the EU-Chile
agreement) and new agreements will need to be negoti-
ated (DDA, EU-Mercosur), the overall consequence be-
ing almost certainly a substantial increase in imports of
sensitive goods.
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Composite  Default screenThrough the EES, employment policies in Member
States are coordinated on the basis of common ob-
jectives and priorities. The Strategy calls for the in-
volvement of all relevant parties in the public and
private sector, including the social partners, ac-
cording to the institutional setting in the country
concerned. The EES Guidelines specify that the
strategy should be implemented effectively at re-
gional and local level as well as at national level,
and the Commission has called for greater involve-
ment of relevant actors.
In2002and2003,theemploymentsituationineach
of the accession countries was reviewed in some
detail in order to define appropriate employment
policiesinpreparationfortheimplementationofthe
EES on accession and develop plans for expendi-
tureundertheESFduringthe2004to2006period.
TherevisionoftheEESin2003resultedinthesimplifi-
cation of the Guidelines which now comprise three
overriding objectives:
• the achievement of the employment rate targets
set at Lisbon;
• quality and productivity at work, as evidenced by
more and better jobs;
• an inclusive labour market, in which unemploy-
ment is reduced and social and regional dispari-
ties in access to the labour market narrowed.
In addition, there are 10 specific guidelines for struc-
turalreform.SuccessinimplementingtheEESwillde-
pend on the increased adaptability of workers and
enterprises, more people being attracted into employ-
ment, more and better targeted investment in human
capital and better governance.
The new EES is closely connected with policies for
economic and social cohesion, the three overriding
aims as well as the specific guidelines having the
common aim of reducing social inequalities and re-
gional employment disparities.
Social inclusion and gender equality
The Treaty of Amsterdam extended the mandate of
the EU to combat social exclusion. The Lisbon
Summit, therefore, set the aim of taking a decisive
step towards eliminating poverty and social exclu-
sion in the EU by 2010.This goal was further elabo-
rated at the Nice Summit and since then a common
strategyforsocialinclusionhasbeenimplemented,
with the same method of open coordination as for
employment policy being adopted, except that
Member State participation is voluntary rather than
mandatory. In practice, all Member States have be-
come involved in the process and the first national
action plans against social exclusion were submit-
ted in June 2001,giving policies in this area greater
visibility.
Theplansenabled8majorchallengesforfuturepolicy
to be identified: to develop a labour market conducive
to inclusion and to give everyone the opportunity and
right to employment; to ensure that everybody has an
adequate level of income to give them a decent stan-
dard of living; to tackle educational disadvantages; to
preserve the family and protect the rights of children;
to ensure everyone has decent housing; to guarantee
access to quality services; to improve delivery of ser-
vices and to regenerate areas suffering from multiple
deprivation.
A second generation of national action plans pro-
ducedattheendofJuly2003shouldgivenewimpetus
to the process. On the basis of Member States pro-
posals, 8 annual evaluation exercises will be under-
taken of particular policy themes, involving 3 to 6
Member States, independent experts, social partner
representatives and regional and local authorities as
well as people who are actually experiencing poverty
or social exclusion.
In parallel, cooperation is underway with the acces-
sion countries in preparation for their participation in
the strategy once they join the Union, and together
with the Commission, they have produced memo-
randa on social inclusion, identifying the main
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policy measures.
The list of indicators adopted at the end of 2001
should enable the situation in each country to be
better measured. It comprises 7 structural indicators
that the Commission uses as a basis for its annual
synthesis report on the economic and social situation
in the Union and needs to be extended for the next
generation of plans to include both regional and non-
financial indicators.
Other activities undertaken as part of the Community
ProgrammeonSocialInclusion,fundedbyabudgetof
EUR75millionfortheperiod2002to2006,includethe
exchange of experience between countries (64 pro-
jects supported in the first phase and almost 30 in the
second) and studies on specific issues, all of which
shouldstrengthencooperation,increase commonun-
derstanding and stimulate new approaches.
A new strategy to tackle social exclusion is, therefore,
underway, with all Member States being increasingly
involved, even if on a voluntary basis, which adds a
new dimension to convergence and which reinforces
the European social model as well as helping to
achieve a better balance between the social and eco-
nomic policies of the EU.
Equal treatment of men and women is a fundamental
principle in the EU. Since 1996, a mainstreaming ap-
proach has been followed and all Community policies
have taken account of the gender impact in their plan-
ning and implementation.
Environmental protection
for sustainable growth
The main new environmental initiative of the last two
years was the adoption by the European Parliament
and the Council
15 of the 6th Environmental Action
Programme: Our Future — Our Choice (6th EAP).
This places the environment in a broad perspective,
taking account of economic and social conditions and
emphasises the Lisbon and Gothenburg objectives.
The Programme has four broad elements: effective
implementation and enforcement of environmental
legislation (the acquis); integration of environmental
concerns into other policies, including on infrastruc-
ture;useofacombinationofmeanstoachieveendsin
the most efficient and effective way; and wide stake-
holder involvement in the development and imple-
mentation of policies.
The Programme singles out four areas for action: cli-
mate change; nature and biodiversity; the environ-
ment and health; natural resources and waste. It also
introduces a new concept of ‘thematic strategies’ as a
way of tackling particular complex environmental is-
sues
16andofdeterminingtheprioritiesforCommunity
intervention, including measures financed by cohe-
sion policy. It proposes, in addition, the gradual re-
moval of subsidies with negative effects on the
environment,which are incompatible withsustainable
development.
Because less prosperous countries tend to have a
smaller amount of environmental infrastructure ini-
tially,thescale ofexpenditure required tomeettheDi-
rectives tends correspondingly to be both larger and
to account for a larger share of GDP (given that this is
relatively small). The Structural Funds, therefore,
have a clear potential role to play in helping these
countries comply with EU environmental policy.
Despitethehighdirectcostsinvolved,thepolicyisde-
signed to reduce both financial and social costs over
the long-term by reducing health hazards and the
need for measures to clean up pollution. The World
Health Organisation, for example, has recently esti-
mated that 100,000 premature deaths in Europe can
be attributed to particulate matter
17. Emissions of air-
borne particulate matter in the accession countries
are expected to fall by between 1.8 and 3.3 million
tonnes by 2010 as a result of compliance with EU Di-
rectives, so reducing premature deaths by around
15,000.
Compliance with EU legislation also means cleaner
drinking water in the accession countries, with
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Turkey) where 20–30% of households are not con-
nected to main water supplies, while implementation
of the Urban Waste Water Treatment Directive is esti-
matedtoreduce nutrientpollutionbybetween33%(in
the Czech Republic) and 67% (in Poland).
Despite a projected 2% growth in waste generation,
the Landfill Directive is estimated to produce a reduc-
tion of waste disposed of in this way from around 59
million tonnes in 1998 to between 20 and 35 million
tonnes in 2020, while the Directive on packaging
wasteisestimatedtoincreasetheamountofwastere-
cycled by 3.7 million tonnes by the same year.
Investment in environmental protection may also cre-
ate employment. Eco-industries taken together di-
rectly account for around 1% of total employment in
theEU15,whilejobsareexpandinginwastemanage-
ment (recovery and recycling), which total around
200,000 to 400,000. The same trends are apparent in
the accession countries.
The majority of the investment associated with the
Directives has already taken place in the EU15
(some 63% or so before 2001), though the propor-
tion varies across environmental domains. In the
case of waste disposal, investment is virtually com-
plete, while for water supply, some 72% had been
undertaken before 2001. The only area in which
most of investment is still to occur relates to con-
trols on air pollution, though in terms of the scale of
expenditure, waste water treatment is likely to be
more important. Nevertheless, large investment for
controlofairborneemissionsislikelytoberequired
as result of the Integrated Pollution Prevention and
Control (IPPC) Directive and the climate change
agreements under the Kyoto Protocol.
Over the past 15 years, the environmental provisions
of cohesion policy have been strengthened and cur-
rentStructuralFundrulesmakeprotectionoftheenvi-
ronment a horizontal principle and conformity with the
environmental acquis a top priority
18. It is, therefore,
important that the objectives of the Environmental
Action Programme and the requirements of environ-
mental legislation are taken into account in structural
interventions across the EU.
Internal market and
services of general interest
The development of trans-European networks in
transport, telecommunications and energy are in-
tendedbothtohelpmaketheinternalmarketareal-
ity and to strengthen economic and social
cohesion.EUpolicyinthisregardisaimedatensur-
ing the interconnection, and interoperability, of na-
tional networks and access to these in the context
of open and competitive markets. It takes particular
account of the need to link island, land-locked and
peripheral regions with central areas of the Union.
These policies have a direct effect on the competi-
tiveness of the EU economy as a whole and influ-
ence the location of economic activity. Because of
this territorial effect, cohesion needs to be one of
the major objectives of network policies.
This is also important in the light of the opening of
thesesectorstocompetition.Whilethishasresultedin
a reduction in costs and increase in the efficiency of
the services provided, it is evident that freeing market
forces can lead to particular social groups or parts of
the EU being excluded from having access to essen-
tialservices.Liberalisationis,therefore,beingaccom-
panied by a growing requirement to establish public
service obligations in order to preserve and
strengthen economic and social cohesion. Network
policies are, therefore, prominent among those which
bear on the issue of services of general economic in-
terest,theimportanceofwhichwasemphasisedatthe
Barcelona and Laeken Councils.
In a changing world, services of general interest are a
key element of the European model of society. This is
enshrined in Article 16 of the EU Treaty and Article 36
of the Charter of Fundamental Rights. This places the
individual citizen at the heart of the Union’s priorities.
TheCommissionhas,therefore,setoutitsreflections,
inaGreenPaperinMay2003,onthepossiblewaysof
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3.1 Trans-European Transport Network projects of European interest
"Essen" Rail project
Rail project (2001)
Rail project (2003)
"Essen" Road project
Road project (2001)
Road project (2003)
Inland waterway project (2001)
Inland waterway project (2003)
Motorway of the sea (2003)
Airport projects
Port projects
Source: DG TREN
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volving non-Government organisations and civil soci-
ety generally.
The very nature of services of general interest in-
volvestheminpublicserviceobligationsintroducedat
the same time as liberalisation of the sectors con-
cerned. Their purpose, depending on the type of ser-
vice concerned, is to ensure that the service is
universally available, that the continuity of the ser-
vices offered and their quality is maintained and that
prices are affordable, taking account in all aspects of
the need to protect consumer interests and to safe-
guard supply. The Community is providing financial
support to Member States to ensure that they are re-
spected and is, for example, using the Structural
Funds to ensure complete territorial coverage of mo-
bile telephone and broadband networks.
Transport policy
Policy on trans-European networks for transport
(TEN-T) has, since the Maastricht Treaty, been di-
rected towards integrating the European ‘space’ and
alleviating the isolation of peripheral areas, so pre-
venting a fragmented development of national net-
works. The construction of cross-border routes and
the improvement of existing ones, therefore, enables
the ‘frontier effect’ which hinders growth of trade to be
progressively reduced. At the same time, the TEN-T
guidelines are aimed at promoting a shift away from
environmentally-harmful modes of transport.
TheTEN-Tpolicyhasimprovedaccessibilitypercepti-
bly since 1991 and even greater effects are expected
over the coming years, especially in the accession
countries. This investment, however, needs to be ac-
companied by substantial expenditure to improve the
secondary network and its connections with the
TEN-T.Thisisparticularlysoasregards rural areas in
theeastofthesecountries,inwhichreachingamotor-
way can in places take up to three hours.
Following the 2001 White Paper on Transport Policy,
revisions were made to the 1996 TEN-T guidelines at
the end of 2001 and new priority projects were an-
nounced.ThislistofprojectsofEuropeaninterestwas
extended in October 2003 to cover the accession
countries (Map 3.1).
In view of the considerable finance needed for
these networks,the costofwhich is estimated atal-
most EUR 600 billion up to 2020, the Commission
also adopted a Communication in April 2003 on
possible new ways of funding the development of
TENs in Europe in order to secure a better coordi-
nation of public and private finance. In parallel, the
Commission adopted a proposal in July to revise
the Eurovignette Directive on the pricing of infra-
structure and to link charges to users more closely
to costs. The proposal, however, limits the level of
tolls which can be charged, the aim being to avoid
excessive charges reducing the beneficial effects
on accessibility and economic development. In this
regard,impactanalysisoftherevisionoftheTEN-T
guidelinesshowsasubstantialgain(20%)inacces-
sibility for the peripheral regions and the accession
countriesandaconsiderableincrease(170%)inin-
ternational traffic for the latter countries
19.
In practice, the effects of liberalisation are most mea-
surable as regards air transport. The number of cities
with international connections has increased by 70%
since 1992, while economy fares fell on average by
15% between 1997 and 2000 (though business fares
rose)
20. In addition, public service obligations have
been imposed in respect of peripheral areas and
thosewithalowvolumeoftraffic,sohelpingtosupport
their economic development. These obligations are
often combined with the provision of subsidies.
Energy policy
EU Energy policy has three main aims: to achieve
greatersecurityofsupply,tocreateaninternalenergy
market and to protect the environment better. The
2002 Green Paper, Towards a European Strategy for
the Security of Energy Supply, identifies the manage-
ment of demand as the key priority for the future,
emphasising improvements in energy efficiency and
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cially renewable ones.
Following the Electricity Directive in 1996 and the
Gas Directive in 1998, energy markets have been
liberalised, so introducing more competition and
giving rise to restructuring of supply, benefiting
large energy consumers in particular, but carrying
the risk of disadvantaging the more peripheral and
less populated regions. This risk, however, has
beenmitigatedthroughtheimpositionofpublic ser-
vice obligations. Further regulatory measures are
inprospecttoassisttheseregions,includinganob-
ligation to maintain energy supply, the regulation of
charges to final consumers and the imposition of
minimum quality standards.
In conformity with the Treaty, the policy on trans-
European Networks for energy (TEN-E) has the
same common aims as for transport and other net-
works, to ensure that national grids across the EU
are connected, that all regions have access to
these and that the grids are managed at the Euro-
pean rather than the national level
21. The regional
dimension and considerations of economic and so-
cial cohesion were taken into account in the first
CommunityguidelinesasregardstheTEN-E
22.Sig-
nificant progress has been made in construction of
these networks, with support of the Structural
Funds. Five gas pipelines entered into service be-
fore the end of 2001 and several major electricity
distribution projects were completed, with substan-
tial investment in peripheral regions.
The latest TEN-E guidelines, adopted in June 2003,
puttheemphasisonthedevelopmentofelectricitydis-
tribution networks and the introduction of natural gas
in land-locked areas and peripheral and ultra-
peripheral regions.
The promotion of sustainable development is one of
the main priorities for energy policy, in line with the
commitments under the Kyoto Convention. The tar-
gets have been set of increasing the share of
renewables in total energy consumption to 12% by
2010 and their share of electricity production to 22%,
withatargetfortheuseofbiocarburantsintransportof
5.75%. The TEN-E need, therefore, to be accompa-
nied by support for investment at local level in energy
generation from wind, solar and geothermal
sources
23.
Thedevelopmentofnewenergysources,suchasnat-
ural gas and electricity produced from renewable
sources, would enable peripheral regions both to di-
versifytheirenergysources—andsoreducetheirvul-
nerabilitytodisruptionofexternalsourcesofsupply—
and to improve the quality of life.
Telecommunication policy
The availability of efficient telecommunication net-
worksatanaffordablepriceisanimportantfactorboth
forcompetitivenessandforimprovingthequalityoflife
of people. Technological improvements and
liberalisation of markets have led to a marked reduc-
tionincallrates,especiallyforlong-distanceandinter-
national calls, which has benefited the more remote
regions,inparticular,evenifithasbeenaccompanied
by an increase in fixed charges.
The Universal Service Directive of March 2002 de-
fined the corresponding obligations which will need to
be respected in the future throughout the region. After
years of liberalisation, critical gaps are evident in the
geographicalcoverageofservices,eventhoseinvolv-
ing a mature technology like mobile telephones.
The TEN-Telecom programme, which became the
eTEN in 2002, is aimed at strengthening economic
and social cohesion, linking islands and the more re-
mote regions with the central parts of the EU
24. The
main problem which the programme is intended to
tackle is not so much ‘missing links’ in the network as
the lack of applications and services for businesses,
government and individuals. The activities funded,
therefore, have the objective of assisting the develop-
ment of an Information Society, open to all and facili-
tating the social inclusion of, for example, the elderly
and people with disabilities.
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plan was launched, which included a strategy of mak-
ing broadband networks available to everyone in the
EU at an affordable price. By 2005, the aim is to ex-
tend availability to half the Internet connections in Eu-
rope. It is evident, however, that in the absence of a
sufficient level of profitability, the investment required
to cover all parts of the EU completely will not be se-
curedbythemarketalonebutwillneedpublicfunding.
To this end, the Commission established new guide-
lines in 2003 for the development of broadband net-
works and for the coverage of areas not yet served by
mobile telephony with the support of the Structural
Funds.
Reforming common policies:
CAP and fisheries policy
Common agricultural policy
In 2003, the CAP absorbed around 46½% of the EU
Budget, overall expenditure amounting to just over
EUR 47 billion, 90% going to the first pillar for market
support and direct aid and 10% to the second pillar for
rural development.
EU expenditure on agriculture has increasingly de-
clined in relation to GDP, from 0.57% of EU12 GDP
in 1990–1992 to 0.47% of EU15 GDP in
2000–2002. Agenda 2000 deepened and extended
the reform of the CAP begun in 1992, reducing offi-
cialpricesanddirectaids.Italsocontributedtocon-
solidating rural development along with the second
pillar of the CAP and to creating a coherent frame-
workforadaptingtheCAPtothefeaturesofagricul-
ture in the accession countries. In addition, it
reformulated the objectives of EU agriculture
policy:
• to improve agricultural competitiveness in the EU
without excessive recourse to subsidies;
• to preserve the level of farmers’ income and its
stability;
• torespect theenvironmentand thediversityofthe
countryside;
• to improve the quality of agriculture produce;
• to simplify and decentralise the CAP.
Because of the reduction of official market prices and
the increase in direct aids to producers in place of
those linked toprice support, direct aids (excluding di-
rect payments for rural development) accounted for
70% of CAP expenditure in 2000–2002, 7 percentage
points more than in the 1995–1997 period. By con-
trast, traditional CAP measures, such as aids for ex-
porting or stock-building, represented only 14.5% of
expenditure in 2000–2002 as against 22% in
1995–1997.
In 2001, 4 Member States received 64% of pay-
mentsfromtheEAGGFGuarantee,namely,France
(22%), Spain (15%), Germany (14%) and Italy
(13%). Since 1990, payments to Belgium, Den-
mark, Greece, the Netherlands, Italy, Ireland and
Germany have been reduced, while those to the
UK, Spain, Portugal and France have increased. If
payments are related to the number of hectares,
Belgium, the Netherlands and Greece are the main
recipients, though the first two countries are the
only ones recording a reduction in these terms
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Composite  Default screensince 1995. In relation to employment, payments
are highest in Denmark, the UK, Sweden and Bel-
gium (Graph 3.1).
In Sweden, Finland and Ireland, the share of EAGGF
transfers in gross agricultural value-added was over
50% in 2000–2001 and it was below 20% only in Italy,
Luxembourg and the Netherlands. The share gener-
ally increased between 1995–1996 and 2000–2001,
thoughitdeclinedinBelgium.Theincreasewasespe-
ciallymarkedintheUK,AustriaandSpain.Italsorose
in Germany, Greece and France in relation to both
employment and hectares but it fell in relation to agri-
cultural value-added.
Payments to Portugal and Spain also increased,
though the former remains the one Cohesion country
wherethelevelofsupportislessthantheEUaverage,
whether payments are related to employment, hect-
ares or agricultural value-added.
In2001,thelargesteffectofdirectCAPaidswason
the income of medium-sized to large holdings (rep-
resenting40%ofincome)ratherthanontheincome
oflarge(28%)orsmallholdings(24%).Atthesame
time, some 5% of recipients in the largest holdings
accountforhalfofallpayments,themainbeneficia-
ries being specialised cereal producers and cattle
breeders.
OutsideObjective1regions,measuresforruraldevel-
opment are financed by the EAGGF-Guarantee sec-
tion. In Objective 1 regions, this section finances the
three accompanying measures introduced as part of
the 1992 CAP reform — agri-environment, early re-
tirement of farmers and afforestation of agricultural
land — as well as support for mountainous and disad-
vantaged areas. All the measures are directed at spe-
cific priorities for rural development, namely: the
development of a competitive agricultural sector re-
specting the environment, diversification of agricul-
tural activities and the promotion of multi-functional
rural areas, support for the competitiveness of rural
areas as a whole and preserving the European rural
heritage.
Of the funding for rural development from the
EAGGF (totalling around EUR 49.5 billion over the
period 2000–2006, excluding LEADER+ which ac-
countsforanotherEUR2billion),EUR32billionco-
mes from the Guarantee section. Of this, EUR 10.4
billion is directed towards Objective 1 regions. In-
cluding funding from the Guidance section (EUR
17.5 billion in total), the overall amount for rural de-
velopment in Objective 1 regions totals EUR 27.9
billion, 56% of the total allocated to this across the
EU. This demonstrates the strong link between ru-
raldevelopmentpolicyandthepriorityobjectivesof
economic and social cohesion.
Analysis of the measures implemented, however,
shows that of the total amount of EUR 49.5 billion,
only around 10% is being spent on measures to
strengthen the rural economy which are not linked
to agricultural activities (such as diversification to-
wardstourismandcrafttrades,servicesandthede-
velopment of villages). A large part of the funds for
rural development (EUR 23.4 billion, 47% of the to-
tal of the two EAGGF sections or 73% of the Guar-
antee section) is allocated to the accompanying
measures noted above.
AsregardsthefutureoftheCAP,theBrusselsCouncil
of October 2002 established the nominal amount of
spending on market management and direct pay-
mentsforeachyear2007to2013,basedonanannual
growth of 1%. This implies a reduction in expenditure
in real terms under the first pillar. Expenditure on the
second pillar oftheCAPhas notyetbeen determined,
although it has been re-affirmed that, in line with
Agenda 2000 objectives, the CAP in future should
safeguard the interests of producers in the disadvan-
taged regions of the present EU, in particular, and
maintain a multi-functional agricultural sector in all
parts of the EU.
In June 2003, the Agriculture Council of Ministers in
Luxembourg, following Commission recommenda-
tions,agreed areformoftheCAPfortheperiods 2004
to 2006 and 2007 to 2013. The four main elements
are:
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through the introduction of a single payment per
holding,which willbe related torespect fortheen-
vironment, food safety and animal welfare. The
generalrulewillbethatMemberStatesshouldde-
couple their payments for cereals and animals
from 2005, though it will be possible to continue
paying certain subsidies under the old system un-
til 2006;
• a progressive reduction of direct payments to
larger holdings (termed ‘modulation’);
• a series of sectoral measures for agricultural mar-
kets leading to lower prices;
• the strengthening of the second pillar through the
introduction of new measures for promoting the
environment,qualityandanimalwelfareaswellas
helpingfarmerstocomplywithCommunitynorms,
financed in part by the savings from `modulation´,
iebythetransferofsomeoftheamountsobtained
by the reduction in direct payments to large
holdings.
In future, the potential of the CAP to have an effect on
cohesion will depend more than in the past on the ob-
jectives defined by Member States, and, where rele-
vant, by regions, which will have wider scope for
determining the form of direct payments. At the same
time, farmers will have more flexibility over their deci-
sionsonproduction,whichshouldbemoremarketori-
ented and ensure a more stable income as well as
increasing the efficacy of income transfers.
Rural development has a more prominent place in the
newCAP.Therewillbeaneffectivetransferoffunding
fromthefirstpillartothesecondthroughareductionin
direct payments of 3% in 2005, 4% in 2006 and 5%
from 2007 up to 2013 (a process termed ‘modulation’
as noted above). A transfer of 5% will mean an addi-
tional EUR 1.2 billion a year to finance rural develop-
ment and environmental protection, quality
improvements and animal welfare, as well as assist-
ing farmers to apply the new Community norms. The
distribution of the additional amounts under the sec-
ond pillar, as a result of this process of ‘modulation’,
will be made on the basis of cohesion criteria at Mem-
ber Statelevel(agricultural landarea,agricultural em-
ployment and GDP per head). In addition, the rate of
Community co-financing of agri-environmental mea-
sures has been increased to 85% in Objective 1 re-
gions and to 60% elsewhere.
Enlargementwillleadtoamarkedwideningofdispari-
tiesinagricultureandanincreaseinitsdualnaturebe-
cause of the large number of small holdings in the
accession countries with larger employment than in
the EU15. The number employed in agriculture in the
EU will increase from around 6½ million to 10½ mil-
lion, raising the share of total employment from 4% to
5½%, which would become 7½% if Bulgaria and Ro-
maniawerealsotojoin.Value-addedinagriculturewill
be increased by under 8%.
On the basis of present figures, 9 of the 10 new Mem-
berStateswillhaveObjective1statusoverallorvirtu-
ally all of their regions, and it is estimated that around
two-thirds of funding from the two sections of the
EAGGF for rural development will go to such regions
in the future EU25.
Fisheries
The main aim of the Common Fisheries Policy (CFP)
is to strengthen the competitiveness of the sector. It
has four elements: theconservation offish stocks, the
restructuring of fishing and fish farming, the organisa-
tionofthemarketforfishandassociatedproductsand
agreements on fishing with third countries.
The 2002 reform was essentially directed at the first two
elements, introducing a system of longer-term planning
aimed at sustaining fish stocks and replenishing the
stocks which have been depleted to dangerous levels.
Emergency measures were, therefore, introduced to
protect stocks as well as marine eco-systems.
As regards the restructuring element of the CFP, a
new system of limiting the capacity of the fishing
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ity to Member States to balance capacity in relation
to fish stocks. In addition, a reorientation of Com-
munity structural measures entails the progressive
reduction of state aid to private enterprises wishing
to modernise their fleets, while maintaining aid for
improving safety and working conditions. This will
be supported by the creation of a new emergency
Fund aimed at encouraging the decommissioning
of fishing boats.
A Commission action plan has recently been
launched to tackle the social, economic and regional
consequences of restructuring. It is difficult at this
stage to identify the regions and areas which will be
most affected by the fishing quotas which have been
set.
Plans for rebuilding the stocks of the most threatened
species will be established in the near future. These
willincluderulesforthecalculationoftheannualcatch
rate for these and measures for reducing fishing as
well as for monitoring and control.
Intheshort-term,reductionsinthecatchwillinevitably
leadtoareductioninincomefromfishing,theextentof
which will vary across the EU. Activities linked to fish-
ing (ship-building, suppliers, processing and market-
ing of fish and fish products) will also be affected to
varying degrees in different parts of the EU, depend-
ing on the extent of reliance on the industry.
In the longer-term, the rebuilding of stocks, increases
in the catch and a lessening of competition between
fishingboatsoperating inagivenarea should serve to
increase profitability which could more than compen-
sate for reduced activity while stocks are recovering.
Member States should, therefore, be prepared to re-
spondtothesocialandeconomiceffectsoftheneces-
sary restructuring of the sector:
• by subsidising the decommissioning of fishing
boats in cases where fish stocks are too much un-
der threat to enable a reasonable level of income
tobegeneratedoverthelong-termandsupporting
their conversion to other uses;
• by compensating for the loss of income during
temporary periods of suspension of fishing, within
thelimitsandaccordingtotheconditionsspecified
in the CFP.
Ten of the accession countries have maritime coasts,
butonlyPolandandthethreeBalticStateshaveasig-
nificant fisheries sector. Nevertheless, the total catch
of these three countries amounts to less than 7% of
the total EU catch (though 17% if Turkey is included),
even taking account of fish farming. Since the transi-
tion began in these countries, they have experienced
a substantial fall in their fish catch as a result of the
over-exploitation of stocks and the loss of markets in
the former Soviet Union.
The effect of enlargement on the CFP will, there-
fore,belimited.Ontheotherhand,significantstruc-
tural measures will be necessary to enable
restructuring and modernisation of the sector to
take place.
Complementarity between
state aid and cohesion policy
As has been recognised by successive European
Councils, strict control of state aid is necessary to
achieve the Lisbon objectives and Member States
have been called on to reduce the overall amount of
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mon interest, including cohesion objectives.
Controlofstateaidcanmakeapositivecontributionto
cohesion. By allowing aid only to regions and sectors
where itismostneeded andhas theleasteffectindis-
torting competition, control serves to concentrate aid
on regions which are in most need of catching up and
so helps to reduce regional disparities across the Un-
ion. At the same time, the discipline exercised by con-
trol encourages Member States to put money into
schemes which bring tangible results to both them
and the EU as a whole and, accordingly, tends to im-
prove the effectiveness of public intervention.
Overall expenditure on state aid across the EU fell
fromEUR102billionin1997toEUR86billionin2001.
This fall was due to a significant reduction in aid to fi-
nancial services, the coal industry, agriculture and
manufacturing as well as in aid to assisted regions
(Graph 3.2).
The level of state aid in relation to GDP declined in
12 of the 15 EU Member States between 1997–99
and 1999–2001 (Table 3.1),in line with the commit-
ment made at the Stockholm Council to reduce aid
by 2003 at the latest. Within this, moreover, the
share of aid going to support horizontal objectives
increasedby10percentagepointsbetweenthetwo
periods.
The State Aid Scoreboard, nevertheless, shows that
significantdisparitiesremainbetweenMemberStates
in aid to manufacturing and that the gap between the
level in the most prosperous Member States and that
in the four Cohesion countries hardly changed over
the period. The Cohesion countries (11.5% of EU
GDPin2001)continuedtoaccountfor10%oftotalex-
penditure on state aid to the manufacturing sector in
1999–2001,whilsttheshareofthefourbigeconomies
(Germany, France, Italy and the UK — 72% of EU
GDP in 2001) fell from 79% in 1997–1999 to 76% in
1999–2001.
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Table 3.1 State aid per head in Member States, 1997–2001
Total aid per head (PPS) Total aid per head excluding agriculture, fisheries
and transport (PPS)
1997–1999 1999–2001 % change 1997–1999 1999–2001 % change
EU15 251.0 226.0 -10.0 123.0 97.0 -21.1
BE 322.0 325.0 0.9 83.0 80.0 -3.6
DK 274.0 360.0 31.4 144.0 186.0 29.2
DE 313.0 288.0 -8.0 179.0 157.0 -12.3
EL 185.0 155.0 -16.2 73.0 61.0 -16.4
ES 178.0 154.0 -13.5 112.0 90.0 -19.6
FR 286.0 263.0 -8.0 145.0 109.0 -24.8
IE 320.0 329.0 2.8 226.0 188.0 -16.8
IT 284.0 231.0 -18.7 132.0 84.0 -36.4
LU 450.0 578.0 28.4 108.0 82.0 -24.1
NL 207.0 246.0 18.8 43.0 44.0 2.3
AT 265.0 251.0 -5.3 65.0 61.0 -6.2
PT 252.0 177.0 -29.8 190.0 133.0 -30.0
FI 439.0 396.0 -9.8 89.0 78.0 -12.4
SE 169.0 169.0 0.0 48.0 48.0 0.0
UK 112.0 115.0 2.7 53.0 42.0 -20.8
IE: Data cover the period 1998–1999 instead of 1997–1999.
Source: DG Competition, State Aid Scoreboard
0
5
25
75
95
100
0
5
25
75
95
100
0
5
25
75
95
100
0
5
25
75
95
100
co_en_2003_re_final.ps
C:\co_en_2003\co_en_2003_re_final.vp
Tuesday, March 02, 2004 12:09:46 PM
Color profile: Generic CMYK printer profile
Composite  Default screenAid to lagging regions
In 2001,around EUR 8 billion ofstate aid,some 9%
of the total
25, went to regions in the EU classified as
type ‘a’
26, which are almost precisely the same as
Objective1regions
27.Thiswasmuchlowerthanthe
a peak of EUR 27 billion in 1993, when Germany
(EUR 17 billion) and Italy (EUR 7 billion) accounted
for nearly 90% of the total. In 2001, these two coun-
tries were still responsible for more than half of re-
gional aid, though in absolute terms, the amount
spent was much smaller than 8 years previously
(EUR 2.5 billion in Germany and EUR 2,1 billion in
Italy). This biggest reduction was in aid to the new
German Länder, which received substantial
amounts immediately following unification. Be-
tween2000and2001,however,theoverallvalueof
type ‘a’ aid remained much the same.
Aid to other problem regions
In 2001, around EUR 800 million of state aid (exclud-
ing agriculture, fisheries and transport) went to wholly
assisted regions of type ‘c’
28, these corresponding
closely to those eligible for Objective 2 support from
the Structural Funds. In addition, nearly EUR 4.5 bil-
lionwenttoNUTS2regionsoftype‘c’whichwerepar-
tially assisted. Unfortunately, lack of data below the
NUTS2levelmeansthatitisnotpossibletodetermine
the proportion of these aids which went to assisted
parts of regions
29 and, therefore, to compare the ex-
tent of aid between Member States.
AlthoughmostMemberStateshavereducedStateaid
and reoriented it towards horizontal objectives, in line
with EU strategy, reorientation towards cohesion ob-
jectives is less evident since regional aid has
declined.
State aid and the
Lisbon-Gothenburg objectives
Policies on cohesion and on state aid are comple-
mentary; both are aimed at contributing to the
Lisbon and Gothenburg agenda for pursuing
growth, competitiveness and sustainable develop-
ment throughout the EU. In the less-developed re-
gions, the challenge of achieving the
Lisbon-Gothenburg objectives is by definition sig-
nificantly greater than elsewhere. Hence the need
for increased aid (for investment in public goods
andinstitutionalcapacitybuilding),higheraidinten-
sities (to encourage inward investment) and sub-
stantial support from the EU Budget (the
‘convergence/solidarity’ element of cohesion pol-
icy). The common task of both policies is to estab-
lish a framework in which Member States and
regions, with appropriate levels of support from the
EU,candevelopandimplementeffectivestrategies
for growth and competitiveness, without either hav-
ing an adverse effect on economic development, at
regional, national or EU level, or giving rise to a
wasteful misallocation of scarce budgetary
resources.
The Commission has recently begun an in-depth ex-
amination of the existing regional aid guidelines,
which need to be revised in order to allow Member
States to plan ahead for the period after 2006 when
thepresentaidmapsexpire.Thisrevisionwilltakeac-
count of the development of cohesion policy at EU
level, as well as of national and regional policies
aimed at achieving the Lisbon and Gothenburg objec-
tives. It should reflect wider objectives for State aid
policy which have their origin in the Lisbon agenda.
The principal aim, confirmed at the Stockholm and
Barcelona Councils, will be to have ‘less and better
targeted State aid’, implying perhaps a more thematic
approach outside the less developed regions as well
as tighter controls on the most distorting and wasteful
forms of aid.
In 2002, the Commission also adopted a new block
exemption regulation for state aid for employ-
ment
30,which,byeliminatingtheneedforpriornoti-
fication of aid for job creation or to encourage the
recruitment of disadvantaged workers, should re-
sult in a simplification of Community co-financing
procedures for certain aid schemes. Moreover, the
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features of the weakest regions by providing for an
increase in aid intensity for the creation of employ-
ment in these.
Asregardsstateaidmeasureswhicharenotexplic-
itly covered by the existing frameworks, guidelines
and regulations, the Commission will continue to
consider thepossibilityofintroducingamechanism
to determine whether these measures distort com-
petition. Such a new approach could allow Member
States the flexibility to intervene in all regions to
support employment, competitiveness and cohe-
sion in pursuit of the Lisbon objectives.
Justice and home affairs:
improving conditions for development
High levels of criminality, the existence of organ-
ised crime and corruption all tend to inhibit the
economic development of the areas affected, in
particular by deterring new investment, especially
from outside. Perceptions that law enforcement
lacks the capability of properly addressing these
problems adds to the deterrent. A secure environ-
ment in which the rule of law is predominantly
respected, therefore, represents an essential pre-
condition for sustainable economic development.
ThreeaspectsofEUpolicyonjusticeandhomeaffairs
are particularly relevant for cohesion policy:
• a strengthening of judicial and administrative ca-
pacity, cross-border cooperation and the fight
against organised crime and corruption is impor-
tant to support the maintenance of a stable eco-
nomic and political environment, which, in turn, is
important for development. This will be all the
more the case following enlargement;
• theinvolvementoflocalandregionalauthoritiesin
the development and implementation of immigra-
tion and asylum policies. These authorities, to-
gether with the social partners, NGOs and other
local actors, play an increasingly important role in
integrating third country nationals into society and
economic life;
• the management of external borders, so comple-
menting cross-border measures supported by the
Structural Funds.
While there is a need for better understanding of the
geography of crime and the vulnerability of particular
regions to organised crime, it is, nevertheless, possi-
bletohighlightcertainregionsandareaswhichhavea
high level of criminality which can affect their
development.
Althoughtherearemarkeddifferencesbetweenthe
countries, organised crime rates are particularly
high in some of the accession countries and tend to
be increasing
31.The form which criminal networks
take in these countries directlyaffects notonlytheir
economic development and their potential but also
security in the Union. For example, the practice of
exploiting legal businesses (hotels and other parts
of the tourist industry, health care facilities, real es-
tate and banking) as a means of penetrating a re-
gion has become part of the standard modus
operandi of organised crime groups in these coun-
tries.Inaddition,criminalorganisationstendtotake
advantage of weaknesses in legal and administra-
tive systems, and corruption and use of influence is
relatively extensive in some of the accession coun-
tries. Public procurement and tendering proce-
dures are particularly vulnerable and the
combination of major asset transfers and weak in-
stitutions is especially susceptible to corruption.
Considerable efforts were made by the accession
countries, with PHARE support, to develop anti-
corruption strategies and to strengthen law en-
forcement bodies. Nevertheless, perception of cor-
ruptionishigherthaninpresentEUMemberStates,
in some cases markedly so, and much remains to
be done in most of the countries.
Urban areas, especially those where sections of the
population with most problems are concentrated,
Part 3 — Impact of Community policies: competitiveness, employment and cohesion
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nities,areanotherexample.TheURBANAuditunder-
taken by the Commission has drawn attention to the
link between urbanisation and crime. Nearly all cities
where comparisons are possible have higher crime
rates than the rest of the country. Rates are highest in
cities in the north of the EU and in capitals elsewhere.
According tothelatestfigures, moreover, rates are in-
creasinginmostcities.Significantly,EUstructuralpol-
icy, particularly in relation to urban development,
includes the crime rate in the criteria for allocating
fundsandalsoincludescrimealongwithpoliceandju-
dicial cooperation among its guidelines for action
32.
A further example concerns regions in the south of It-
aly in which two specific ERDF programmes have
been undertaken in the 1994–1999 and 2000–2006
periods, aimed at combating crime, creating a safer
environment and increasing confidence in the law in
order to break the vicious circle of lagging develop-
ment, high crime rates and insecurity.
CombatingcrimeintheEUeffectively,organisedor
otherwise, implies the need to develop the means
of providing EU support for the efforts of regions
and local communities to tackle deep-rooted tradi-
tions of crime which slow down economic develop-
ment. This is particularly true in the accession
countries, which lack the financial resources
needed to fund effective measures for tackling or-
ganised crime.
As noted above (in Part 1), a coordinated approach
is needed in order to integrate immigrants into soci-
ety and the economy, which includes ensuring ac-
cess to education and training, health and social
services, decent housing and so on.
The perception of Community
policies at regional level
At the request of the Commission, case studies were
carried out in 28 regions across the EU in order to ex-
amine how Community policies and their effects were
perceived by those on the ground responsible for im-
plementing them. The regions selected covered
nearly all Member States and included Objective 1
regions as well as other regions, either with areas
eligible for Objective 2 or not eligible for Structural
Fund assistance at all
33. The Community policies
emphasised in the study were the CAP, competition
policy (state aid) and policy on R&D. The analysis is
based on the data for each region and on interviews
with regional officials. It should be emphasised that
theviewspresentedbelowarethoseoftheofficialsin-
terviewed and do not necessarily represent the opin-
ion of the Commission. While it is not possible to
generalise theresults ofthestudy,itdoes enable use-
fulconclusionstobedrawnabouttheperceptionofthe
contribution of Community policies to economic and
social cohesion.
In most cases, ‘Community policy’ is taken to mean
‘Community funding’ and in the majority of cases, at-
tention is focused on the amounts received from the
CAP,theStructuralFundsandstateaids.Often,when
other Community policies, such as on the environ-
ment,werereferredto,thefocuswasmoreonthecon-
tributionoftheCAPor Structural Funds rather thanon
the policies themselves.
The great majority of the case studies considered
that Community cohesion policy, in the form espe-
cially of projects financed by the Structural Funds,
isthemostvisibleandhasthegreatestimpactinthe
region (see Box in Part 4). This should be under-
linedsincecohesionpolicywasnotoneoftheprior-
ity areas identified for the case studies in the terms
of reference.
The positive effect of the single market and economic
and monetary union was implicitly recognised in the
majority of cases. In a number of the case studies in
Objective1regions,therewasamoremodestpercep-
tion of the positive impact of the single market on con-
vergence and cohesion, reflecting a recognition of its
effect in increasing the importance of deficiencies in
regional competitiveness, such as inadequate com-
municationlinksortheperipheralnatureofthearea.
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(West Midlands, Asturias, Magdeburg and Saarland),
it was considered that the completion of the internal
market had served to accelerate the process of struc-
tural adjustment which had begun earlier, giving rise
to adverse effects on employment. At the same time,
the important role played by the Structural Funds in
accompanying this policy was both recognised and
appreciated.
In all the regions, there was recognition of the sig-
nificant impact of the Common Agricultural Policy
(CAP), but observations about its consequences
varied according to the type of region. In regions
where agriculture is most important, the positive ef-
fect on the standard of living of farmers and on the
restructuring, modernisation and diversification of
the sector was recognised. On the other hand, this
was less typical for Mediterranean type regions or
in regions with forests, due to the perception that
the CAP was less important in supporting the culti-
vation in which they specialise.
Inthisregard,severalcommentatorsinregionsout-
side Objective 1 (in West Midlands, Ireland and
Nord-Pas-de-Calais, for example) pointed out that
money from the CAP went mainly to the most profit-
able enterprises and the most developed areas in
the region and because of this may widen dispari-
ties both within the region itself and between
regions.
The second pillar of the CAP, rural development, is
considered to have a more limited effect, because
of its smaller size in terms of funding, although its
contribution to the diversification of rural areas was
recognised. There were widespread positive re-
marksabouttheLEADERInitiativeaswellasabout
the partnership at regional level which it
encouraged.
In a number of rural areas (Andalucía, Kentriki
Makedonia), the case studies emphasised, in par-
ticular, the multiplier effects of improving the ability
of agricultural producers to get produce to urban
markets, brought about by a conjunction of the
EAGGF-Guidance section and the ERDF.
In general, the positive contribution of integrating
environmental considerations into regional devel-
opment policy was acknowledged, as was, in par-
ticular, the requirement for stricter norms. In some
regions, however, European norms were regarded
as being less restrictive than national norms (espe-
cially in Austrian, Swedish and Finnish regions),
and as introducing procedures which are both ill-
suited to regional circumstances and too
bureaucratic.
In nearly all cases, the close relationship between en-
vironmental and cohesion policy was emphasised as
well as the positive synergy between the two. In al-
mostallObjective1regions,environmentalpolicywas
viewed as the projects financed by the Structural
Funds on the environment rather than the Directives
orCommunityregulations.Atthesametime,somere-
gions called for greater linkages between environ-
mental policy and the CAP (in Nord-Pas-de-Calais,
Sardegna and Algarve).
Thesituationasregardsstateaidwasthesubjectof
comments mainly outside the Cohesion countries.
In general, there was a perception that such aid did
not always correspond to the severity of structural
problemswhichexist.Inafewcases,itwasseenas
supporting declining sectors rather than efforts to
modernise productive capacity in the regions
concerned.
In other cases, there was some confusion because
of different types of assistance given to SMEs, in-
cluding different financial mechanisms. Concern
was also raised about the potential ‘frontier effect’
whichstateaidcouldhaveonneighbouringregions
if applied with different intensities.
Insomeregions,thebenefitsresultingfromfinance
fromtheR&DFrameworkProgrammeswererecog-
nised (especially in regions in the UK and Germany
as well as in Kriti). As in the case of environmental
Part 3 — Impact of Community policies: competitiveness, employment and cohesion
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Composite  Default screenpolicy, a significant degree of synergy was identi-
fied between R&D and cohesion policy. Most of the
case studies, particularly in Objective 1 regions
emphasised especially the importance of invest-
mentinR&Dinfrastructureandequipmentfinanced
by the Structural Funds. In some cases, however,
the Structural Funds contributed up to 10 times as
much to regional expenditure in this area as the
FrameworkProgramme,whichtendstolimittheap-
preciation of the latter at regional level.
Policy on innovation was mentioned in several
cases, especially in Objective 2 regions, its contri-
bution to diversification and to the modernisation of
the productive base being acknowledged, while re-
gional innovation networks were welcomed
34.
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1 A sound consumer protection policy is also important for the proper functioning of markets.
2 Industrial policy in an enlarged Europe, COM(2002) 714 final.
3 Green Paper ‘Entrepreneurship in Europe’, COM(2003) 27 final. The European Charter for Small Enterprises was endorsed by the
EuropeanCouncilinSantaMariadaFeira,Portugal,on18-19June2000,andbytheCandidatecountriesinMaribor,Slovenia,inApril
2002. See the third implementation Report, COM(2003) 21 final.
4 Commission recommendation of 6 May 2003, C(2003)1422.
5 Innovation policy: updating the Union’s approach in the context of the Lisbon strategy, COM(2003) 112 final.
6 eEurope 2005 Action Plan, COM(2002) 263 final.
7 Investing in research: an action plan for Europe, COM(2003) 226 final.
8 Towards a European Research Area, COM(2000) 6 final.
9 http://www.innovating-regions.org
10 Regions of Knowledge (KnowREG). See also http://www.cordis.lu/era/regions.htm
11 Detailedworkprogrammeonthefollow-upoftheobjectivesofeducationandtrainingsystemsinEurope(OJC142of14.6.2002).
12 Conclusions of the Barcelona European Council held on 15 and 16 March 2002.
13 “Education & Training 2010”: The success of the Lisbon Strategy hinges on urgent reforms. (Draft joint interim report on the
implementation of the detailed work programme on the follow-up of the objectives of education and training systems in Europe.)
COM(2003) 685 final.
14 Council Conclusions of 25 November 2003 on the ‘Development of human capital for social cohesion and competitiveness in the
knowledge society’ (OJ C 295 of 5 December 2003).
15 Decision 1600/2002/EC, OJ L 242 of 10/9/2002.
16 Such as soil protection; protection and conservation of the marine environment; sustainable use of pesticides; air pollution; urban
environment; sustainable use and management of resources; waste recycling (Decision 1600/2002/EC)
17 WHO, World Health Report 2002, Geneva, 2002.
18 European Commission, The Structural Funds and their co-ordination with the Cohesion Fund: guidelines for programmes in the
period 2000-06, EUROP, Luxembourg 1999 and Further Indicative Guidelines for the Candidate Countries, COM(2003) 110 final.
19 SEC(2003) 106.
20 Economic Reform: Report on the functioning of Community product and capital markets, COM(2002) 743 final (“Cardiff report”)
21 The black-out in Italy in September, 2003, for example, which occurred when consumption was low, was due not to any lack of
capacity in the system nor to an isolated event but to a weakness in the chain of decision-making and inadequate coordination of the
European network.
22 Decision 1254/96/EC.
23 The Multi-annual Programme ‘Intelligent Energy for Europe’ was adopted by the Council in November 2002, allocating EUR 190
millionoverfouryearsforpromotingtheuseofrenewableenergysourcesandachievingareductioninGreenhousegases,asagreed
at Kyoto in 1997.
24 Decision 1336/97/EC.
25 This represents less than a quarter of total aids, excluding agriculture, fisheries and transport for which no division of the amounts
spent by region is available.
26 Under Article 87, paragraph 3 of the Treaty, certain areas have a derogation from the principle that state aid is incompatible with the
common market. Point ‘a’ of the paragraph states that aid aimed at encouraging economic development in regions in which the
standard of living is unusually low or there is a serious level of under-employment can be considered compatible with the common
market.
27 In2000,thestatusoftheLisboaeValedoTejoregionchangedfrom‘a’to‘c’.Sincethedataavailableatpresentdonotenablethetwo
periodstobedistinguished, alltheaidforthisregionisincludedas‘a’.ForCohesioncountries,certaintypesofaidarenotdestinedfor
a precise region but the whole country.
28 Under Article 87, paragraph 3, point c states that aid intended to support the development of particular activities or economic region
can be considered to be compatible with the common market so long as it does not distort trade conditions to an extent which is
contrary to the common interest.
29 Dataonstateaidarenotavailable forregionsbelowNUTS2level, whichisnotaproblemformeasuringassistance totype‘a’regions
whichareall NUTS1orNUTS2regions. Fortype‘c’regions, however,itis oftenthecase thatonlypartofaNUTS2regionis eligible.
There are therefore regions which are fully assisted, like Berlin, or partly assisted, like Bayern.
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30 OJ L 337, of 13.2.2002.
31 Sources: Europol annual reports, Transparency International Global corruption reports, World Bank reports.
32 Towards an urban agenda in the European Union, COM(1997) 197 final.
33 The regions included in the study were Hainault in Belgium, Oberbayern, Saarland and Magdburg in Germany, Kentriki Makedonia
and Kriti in Greece, Asturias, Cataluña and Andalucía in Spain, Bretagne, Nord–Pas-de-Calais and Limousin in France, Border,
Midland and Western and Southern and eastern in Ireland, Campania, Toscana and Sardegna in Italy,Flevoland in the Netherlands,
Steiermark in Austria, Algarve and Açores in Portugal, Itä-Suomi and Estelä-Suomi in Finland, Norra Mellansverige and Övre
Norrland in Sweden, West Midlands, Highlands & Islands and Northern Ireland in the UK.
34 Forfurtherreflectionsonthisgeneralissue,seeEuropeanEconomicandSocialCommittee,ExploratoryOpinionon`Thecontribution
ofotherCommunitypolicies toeconomicandsocialcohesion´,September2003,whichcoveredtheCAP,economicpolicyintheform
of the Growth and Stability pact, and policy on competition, the internal market, transport, education and vocational training.
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This part of the report reviews the results and the
added value of the interventions under EU cohe-
sion policy for the period 1994–1999. It also takes
account of the main changes introduced in the pe-
riod 2000–2006 as well as preliminary results on
the implementation of programmes during this
period.
The analysis draws mainly on ex post evaluations
carriedoutforalmostalltypesofinterventionforthe
period 1994–1999. Significant progress has been
achieved in terms of quantifying the impact of inter-
vention, especially in large Objective 1 regions,
wheretheoveralleffectscanbemeasuredbyusing
macroeconomic models. Despite the difficulties in
identifying the impact of policy outside Objective 1
regions,recentevaluationstudiesprovidequantita-
tive evidence of the positive effects of EU support,
in terms, for example, of jobs saved, created or re-
distributed. Nevertheless, as experience demon-
strates, there are still a number of difficulties in
quantifying the consequences of intervention as a
result of a lack of systematic data collection on the
part of the monitoring systems.
Most of the effects of cohesion policy, however,
cannot readily be expressed in quantitative terms.
Beyond the net impact of policy on GDP or employ-
ment, its added value arises from other aspects,
like the contribution made to regional development
by factors such as strategic planning, integrated
development policies, partnership, evaluation and
the exchange of experience, know-how and good
practice between regions. These are also reviewed
here, drawing on the evidence from evaluation
studies as well as on Commission views as to how
the Structural Funds are currently implemented.
It should be emphasised at the outset that the effec-
tiveness of intervention also depends on favourable
conditions being achieved on the ground, in particular
on:
• a sound and stable economic framework;
• a judicious choice of strategic priorities (certain
programmes, such as transport networks or in-
vestmentinhumancapitalmakeastrongercontri-
bution than others);
• the rate of financial absorption, which depends on
administrative and institutional capacity;
• the quality of projects, implying the need for effec-
tive selection and implementation systems.
Six major aspects of Community cohesion policy
are examined below: first, the contribution of struc-
tural policies to supporting growth in lagging re-
gions and to strengthening their performance while
helping to bring about closer economic and social
integration; secondly, the effects of these policies
outside of Objective 1 regions; thirdly, the specific
role of the European Social Fund (ESF) in promot-
ing employment, education and training; fourthly,
theroleofstructuralpolicesintermsofencouraging
cooperation and networking, not least at the local
level; fifthly, the methods used to implement the
Structural Funds and their contribution to modern-
ising the management of government policies; and
finally, the achievements of pre-accession support
in the new Member States and the first lessons
which can be drawn for the 2004–2006 program-
ming period — Map 4.1.
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Objective 1 regions: growth,
convergence and integration
The scale of transfers and their mobilisation
While the overall size of the Structural Funds is mod-
est in relation to EU GDP (under 0.5%), resources
are concentrated on assisting the least prosperous
regions with the lowest GDP per head. In the
2000–2006 period, almost three-quarters of the
Funds, therefore, go to regions which are home to a
quarter of the EU population.
Over the period 2000–2006, transfers to Objective 1
regions of the EU15 are equivalent to EUR 127.5 bil-
lion(orEUR18.2billionayear),amountingto0.9%of
GDP in Spain, 2.1% in Portugal and 2.4 % in Greece.
The average amount of aid per head to lagging re-
gions is the same in this period as in 1999, the last
year of the previous programming period (Graph 4.1
and Table A4.1).
These transfers have the effect of enabling the least
wealthy Member States to achieve higher levels of in-
vestment in human and physical capital in lagging re-
gions than would otherwise be the case, so helping to
improve their long-term competitiveness. In 2000 to
2006,transfersareestimatedtoamounttoaround9%
of total investment in Portugal, 8% in Greece, 7% in
the Italian Mezzogiorno, 4% in the German new
Länder and 3% in Spain.
Additionality: measuring
overall public expenditure
Despite the efforts made to consolidate their public fi-
nancesattheendofthe1990sinpreparationforEMU,
Member States continued on the whole to respect the
principle of additionality,under which they are obliged
to maintain public, or equivalent, expenditure on
structural policies in the regions concerned, taken to-
gether, at the same level as the average over the pre-
ceding programming period — excluding, of course,
the Structural Fund contribution (Graph 4.2).
In the countries wholly, or mostly, eligible for support
under Objective 1, there was a marked increase in
public investment—of66%inIreland,24%inGreece
and 18% in Portugal. In other Objective 1 or Objective
6 regions, the increase ranged from 36% in Austria to
14% in Sweden
1.
Inthreecases,Germany,SpainandItaly,expenditure
overtheyears 1994 to1999 was below thelevelinthe
previous period. In Germany and Spain, however,
where public expenditure declined by 20% and 2%,
respectively, between the two peri-
ods, the reduction did not infringe
the principle of additionality, since
the level was exceptionally high in
the period before.
The leverage effect
as a means of increasing
funding for development
The requirement for Community
grants to be co-financed from na-
tional sources, which examination
showstobelargelyrespected,also
increases the finance available for
investment. Although this may not
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Leverage effects of private-public partnerships
Public-private partnerships (PPPs) may be an appropri-
ate methodof financinginvestmentwhenthere is signifi-
cant scope for involving the private sector so as to
provide a more efficient and cost-effective service. Al-
though PPPs are well developed in a number of coun-
tries, in particular in the UK and France, experience to
date has been limited partlydue to restrictions under the
current regulatory framework. If projects offer the pros-
pect of an acceptable rate of return, there is no need for
public intervention at all. Indeed, in some cases the pro-
vision of government grants to a PPP scheme might re-
duce the cost of capital to the private sector, resulting in
over-investment.
In considering whether to undertake a particular project
through a PPP arrangement, due considerationmust be
given to the potential costs in contracting out the provi-
sionof goodsandservices.In the caseof majorphysical
infrastructure, where future demand is uncertain, there
may be a high cost to a long-term contract, unless it is
flexible. If, for example, forecasts of future use are too
low, then inappropriate contracts could lead the private
operator to under-invest in additional capacity in the
future.
In current programmes co-financed by the Structural
Funds, PPP can take several forms.
1. In road and water transport, there is a growing ac-
ceptance of PPP as an efficient means of financing
construction. In projects like the Vasco de Gama
Bridge in Portugal or the Drogheda motorwayin Ire-
land, the private sector is generally responsible for
design, construction, operation and financing, while
the cost of construction is recovered over time
throughusercharges.Theroleofthepublicsectoris
to oversee the project whileconcludingan appropri-
ate contractual arrangement.
2. PPP arrangements can also be applied to contracts
for the provision of specific services, the govern-
ment remunerating a private contractor directly for
these with no charges being levied on end users.
This concept is increasinglyused for R&D and tech-
nology transfer between universities and busi-
nesses.TheOctopusprojectintheOulouregion,an
Objective 2 programme in the north of Finland, for
example, created a PPP in order to stimulate inno-
vation and business start-ups. The two-yearproject
(2002–2004) has established a cooperation net-
workunderthedirectionofthecityofOulou,whichis
a centre for mobile telephone applications, with
many high-tech companies, telecom operators and
education and research institutes.
3. PPP arrangements may, in addition, be applied to
situations where public sector involvement can be
justified on grounds of achieving broader policy ob-
jectives. PPP in these cases may be a means not
only of securing finance but also greater efficiency,
by,for example,speedingupimplementation.In the
UK, for instance, access to new sources of capital
has allowed promoters to carry out projects more
quickly without being constrained by government
budget cycles. A case in point is the Merseyside
Special Investment Fund, an Objective 1
programme established in 1995 providing equity
capital,mezzaninefinanceandsmallloanstoSMEs
in the region.
PPP arrangements appear to be particularly attractive
for the accession countries in view of their co-financing
requirements, budget constraints, the need for efficient
publicservices,growingmarketstabilityandtheprocess
of privatisation. The EIB and EBRD have both been in-
volved in such partnerships in the past to provide loans
totheprivatesector.PPP,however,worksonlyifthereis
an explicitpolicycommitment bynationalgovernment to
involve the private sector in public sector projects. A
clear framework is needed for the application of PPP in
different policyareas, since specific arrangements need
to vary from case to case depending, for example, on
howfarcostscanberecoupedthroughuserchargesand
the extent of social objectives. Any PPP framework ap-
plied in the context of the Structural Funds should in-
cludeanobligation,forallprojectsaboveacertainscale,
to evaluate the possibility of using some kind of PPP ar-
rangement. The EIB and the EIF could provide a valu-
able contribution in this regard.
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insofar as the money in question is likely to have been
spent in this area anyway, the Structural Funds con-
tributed to shifting the investment to those areas
where expenditure can have the greatest impact and
added value. For each Euro contributed by Structural
FundsinObjective1regionsintheperiod1994–1999,
theleverageeffectonnationalpublicexpenditurewas
on average 0.6 Euro ranging from 2.5 Euro in the
Netherlands and 0.4 Euro in Germany.
In addition, Structural Fund interventions in some
cases secured significant private sector investment,
thoughinitialexpectationsaboutthescaleofthiswere
not always realised in Objective 1 regions. In the pe-
riod 1994–1999, the leverage effects were strongest
in Austria, Germany, the Netherlands and Belgium
where for each Euro contributed by Structural Funds
the private expenditure varies between 3.8 and 1.2
Euro. In the Cohesion countries, as well as in France
and the UK, the leverage effects were less significant.
(Table A4.2).
These differences also reflect the nature of the interven-
tions, which in the Cohesion countries were directed
more towards infrastructure and human resources,
which attract smaller private contributions than those
aimed at supporting business development. On aver-
age, private investment amounted to 18% of total ex-
penditure in Objective 1 regions as
opposedtosome40%inObjective2
areas, largely reflecting the greater
focus on business development in
the latter (support for business ser-
vices, finance for SME investment
and so on).
Expenditure planned for the period
2000–2006indicatesthatthelever-
age effect on public investment is
similar, in terms of the relative
scale in different countries, as in
the preceding period, though it
seems to be smaller in respect of
private investment.
Complementarity between
Structural Funds and EIB loans
The European Investment Bank (EIB) has more than
doubled its lending for regional development over the
past 15 years
2. Over the period 2000–2002, lending
for this purpose averaged around EUR 20 billion a
year, while lending in the accession countries
amounted tosome EUR 3 billion a year.These two to-
gether accounted for around two-thirds of the Bank’s
total lending. Over 50% of the lending to assisted ar-
eas in the EU over this period went to Objective 1 re-
gions, including those receiving transitional support
(Table A4.3).
Some 35% of individual loans went to transport, the
mainareafundedinObjective1regions,whilearound
16% went to private businesses in industry, services
and agriculture, the remainder being divided between
energy, telecommunications, the environment and
health and education. Though a relatively small
amount went to support investment in human capital,
through loans to healt careh and education, the
amount involved increased significantly between
2000 and 2002, so helping to tackle disparities in the
provisionofeducationandtraininginassistedareas.
The main recipient sectors in accession countries
are transport, environment and energy, which
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overtheperiod2000–2002,thoughsupportforedu-
cation and training showed the largest rise (an in-
creaseofthreetimes in2002comparedwith2001).
In addition, some 14% of lending goes through fi-
nancial intermediaries to support SMEs and local
infrastructure projects.
In recent years, several innovative operations have
been aimed at improving the effectiveness of EIB
lending in support of cohesion through, for example,
direct co-financing of individual projects. The EIB has
also been involved in supporting the Lisbon strategy,
suchasthroughloansforinvestmentineducationand
healthcareandinhigh-techsectors,particularlyinthe
accession countries, so helping to tackle regional dis-
parities in skills and innovative capacity, as well as to
improve the attractiveness of regions as places for
businesses to invest.
The priorities financed: contribution
to the pursuit of EU objectives
AsindicatedinPart1ofthisreport,disparitiesinmany
of the main structural factors affecting the long-term
competitiveness of regions have been reduced over
the past 10–15 years. The gaps in infrastructure en-
dowment targeted by the Structural Funds have nar-
rowed significantly, while education attainment levels
have increased throughout the EU but most markedly
in lagging regions, so increasing human capital, and
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Leipzig: Enterprises and science
under one roof
In May 2003 the city of Leipzig opened a unique bio-
technology centre, “Biocity”, providing 20,000
square meters of modern facilities to researchers
from the University of Leipzig and business enter-
prises. The ERDF contributed EUR 17 million of the
total investment cost of EUR 50 million.
Six professors from the University of Leipzig with
links to biotechnology moved to the new complex.
Biocity has been an immediate success, with60% of
available space taken soon after its opening: in De-
cember 2003. The centre provides extended con-
sulting and coaching services to new businesses,
including in such areas as finance and patent rights.
Four of Leipzig’s well-established biotech enter-
prises have located in the centre in order to be close
totheresearchbeingundertakenandpotentialcoop-
eration partners.
TheLeipzigprojectformspartofapolicyinSaxonyof
supporting clusters in biotechnology, a “Bio-innova-
tion centre” to be opened in Spring 2004 in Dresden
beingthenextstep.Thelonger-termplanistocreate
a biotech development axis encompassing the cities
of Dresden, Leipzig, Halle and Jena.
Improving accessibility in Spain
The main emphasis of cohesion policies in Spain
during the period 1994–1999 was on infrastructure,
regardedasthemainbottlenecktoregionaldevelop-
ment. This was particularly the case for transport,
which absorbed about 40% of structural assistance
and which resulted in considerable improvement in
communications. The Structural Funds (including
theCohesionFund)co-financedaround2400kmsof
motorways and 3400 kms of primary roads con-
structed in Objective 1 regions during this period. In
the current 2000–2006 period, motorways are being
extended by some 2500 kms and other roads by
around 700 kms. Accessibility will be improved sig-
nificantly as a result, with reductions in average
travel time of around 20% and in accidents by some
40% by 2006.
Investment in the rail network was aimed mainly at
improving existing lines rather than extending them.
Increases in electrification and the construction of
double track lines between 1989 and 1999 affected
over a third of the network. As a consequence of
these improvements, the number of passengers has
risen continuously since 1989. In the current pro-
gramming period, the high speed rail network will be
further extended from 623 kms of track to 1140 kms
by 2006, while around EUR 6 billion from the Cohe-
sion Fund willbe used to upgrade the Madrid-Barce-
lona-French border line.
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ment (Graph 4.3 and Table A4.4).
Improving accessibility
The Structural Funds have supported the develop-
ment of trans-European transport networks (TEN-T)
in Objective 1 regions and the Cohesion countries.
Over the present period, 2000–2006, some EUR 1.3
billion a year from the Cohesion Fund and EUR 850
million to 1.4 billion a year from the ERDF will be used
for this purpose out of total finance for transport from
the Funds of around EUR 4.1 billion a year, around a
third of which is intended for motorway or road build-
ing (Table A4.5).
Access to regions has been improved through the
construction or upgrading of at least 4,100 km of
motorwayand32,000kmofotherroads.Forexample,
theStructuralFunds contributed totheconstruction of
over 500 km of motorway in Greece during the 1990s,
while in Spain, almost 400 km of track for high-speed
trains are already in service, linking Seville with
Madrid, and another 1,100 km or so are under con-
struction, so reducing travel times substantially and
making the peripheral regions concerned more
accessible.
The deployment of the Structural Funds in relation
totheTEN-Tisbasedonalong-termapproachinte-
grating within a coherentstrategyboth for transport
andregionaldevelopmentasawhole.Thismakesit
possible for it to be coordinated with other mea-
sures and with the development of secondary net-
works. It also enables emphasis to put on both
inter-connectivity between modes of transport and
alternativemodestoroadintheinterestsofsustain-
able development.
Community added value from support of transport
could potentially be higher if priorities were better
coordinated and more funding were given to
INTERREG-type programmes, which apply the
principleofplanningacrossborderareas,soavoid-
ing a break in trans-European networks when they
reach a national frontier. The Somport road tunnel
throughthePyrenees,whichwas openedatthebe-
ginning of 2003, is an example of such a lack of
cross-border planning, since the new motorway,
financedbytheCohesionFundontheSpanishside
of the border, turns into a old national road on the
French side.
Reinforcing the European research area
Overthepastdecade,structuralpolicieshavecontrib-
uted much toincreasing research capacity, especially
in Objective 1 regions. For the 2000–2006 period,
about EUR 1.2 billion a year has been allocated to fi-
nance R&D and innovation programmes.
The added value of the Structural Funds has been to
help develop new research capacity in lagging re-
gions so increasing their prospects of sustaining
growth. In some cases, however, there appears to
have been over-investment in research centres in re-
lation to both needs and potential, so leading to their
under-utilisation. Nevertheless, at the same time,
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Online educational community in Greece
The EU-funded Greek schools network (GSN) pro-
ject is designed to exploit the latest information and
communicationtechnologiesande-learningapplica-
tions to establish a new educational network. En-
dowed with EUR 35 million (75% of this provided by
the Structural Funds), the network includes primary
andsecondaryschools,aswellastheadministrative
offices of the Ministry of Education, and comprises
over 8,000 connections in total.
The project has 4 different stages. First, schools ob-
tain computers and local network hardware (the
‘school laboratories’). Secondly, these laboratories
areconnectedtoacommunicationsnetwork.Thirdly,
the GSN provides telematic services for education,
collaboration and communication to its users.
Fourthly, GSN users have access to educational
content, provided through a portal specifically de-
signed for the project.
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Ireland and the Nordic countries.
Since it is recognised that investing in infrastructure
and equipment is not sufficient in itself to develop the
knowledge-based economy, structural policies have
also helped to initiate regional strategies for R&D and
innovation geared towards meeting local needs and
local opportunities for development.
The Structural Funds as a means of
developing the Information Society
Overall some EUR 700 million a year of finance from
theStructuralFunds,justunder 4%ofthetotal,isallo-
cated to developing the Information Society in Objec-
tive 1 regions, reflecting the priority given to this by
national and regional authorities and contributing to
the pursuit of the Lisbon objectives and the eEurope
Initiative.
ThescaleofexpenditurefromtheFundsinthisareais
determined by such factors as the degree of maturity
of the ICT market, population density, the availability
of skills to use the technology and the capacity to plan
such development. The top 20 regions, ranked ac-
cording to ICT expenditure per head, include 6 Greek
regions and two Spanish; 7 are islands or mainly is-
lands and a large proportion are Objective 1 regions,
which see ICT as strategically important to their
development.
In terms of policy formulation,regional priorities in this
area are broadly consistent with those set out in the
eEurope 2002 Action Plan. In Objective 1 regions,
however, there tends to be more emphasis on devel-
oping ICT skills and government online services.
Fostering employment and skills
through investment in human capital
Some EUR 9 billion a year is allocated to the develop-
ment of human capital and to fostering employment in
the 2000–2006 programming period through the Eu-
ropean SocialFund (ESF).Ofthis,justoverhalf(EUR
4.5 billion a year) goes to Objective 1 regions, with
Spain accounting for some 28%, the German new
Länder for 19% and Greece, Portugal and Italy for
12–13%each.Themeasuresfundedconsistpredom-
inantly of active labour market programmes aimed at
increasingtheemployabilityofdisadvantagedgroups,
young people entering the labour market for the first
time and the long-term unemployed, and at providing
education and training for both the unemployed and
those at work, especially those vulnerable to job loss
working in SMEs. The measures also include support
for improving national education and training systems
and public employment services.
Over the 1994–1999 period, when the overall amount
going to Objective 1 regions totalled some EUR 3.1
billionayear,theESFprovidedsubstantialsupportfor
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Wind farms on the Portuguese coast
The ideaof buildinga windfarm in Portugaloccurred
in 1990 to a group of Danish businessmen, one of
whom had visited Melides. The coastal area, ex-
posed to winds from the west, seemed to be a good
location for such a project. A seven hectare site was
chosenonMonteChaos,ahillsome100metreshigh
situated 3 km from the sea at Sines. Work began in
April1991andsixmonthslater,thefirstwindturbines
were completed.
Today, the farm consists of 12 Danish-made Wind
World W-2800 turbines, which will last for at least 20
years.Eachturbineis31metreshighandhasarota-
tion diameter of 28 metres. The turbines are distrib-
utedinthreegroupsoffour,interconnectedbyafibre
optic system, which makes it possible to control the
turbines remotely.
The farm generates a current of 380 volts collected
by three transformer stations where the voltage is
converted into 15,000 volts and fed into the national
grid. The maximum power of each generator is 150
kWh,whichisattainedwhenthewindspeedreaches
40 km per hour. The annual output is around 2.5 mil-
lion kWh, which is equivalent to the energy con-
sumed by domestic users in the town of Sines.
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Econometric evidence on regional convergence
Econometric analysis confirms that there has been
some convergence in GDP per head across the Union.
TakingtherealgrowthinGDPperheadfor197(NUTS2)
regions between 1980 and 2001 and dividing this into
three periods (1980–88, 1988–94 and 1994–2001), a
significant tendency is evident for growth to be inversely
related to initial GDP per head. This tendency, known
technically as beta convergence, is evident for each pe-
riod,signifyingthatregionswiththelowestlevelsofGDP
per head in the base year experienced, on average, the
highest growth in GDP per head. Moreover, the pace of
convergence defined in this way (as indicated by the
value of the beta coefficient) increased in each succes-
siveperiodasStructuralFundsupportforObjective1re-
gions was first introduced (in 1988) and then increased
(in 1994).
Moreover,withinObjective1regions,thosewiththelow-
estinitiallevelsofGDPperheadtendedtogrowthefast-
est in both the 1988–1994 and 1994–2001 periods in
particular (again as indicated by the beta coefficient).
Beta convergence, therefore, occurred both within the
Objective 1 group and between these regions and the
rest of the Union. (Beta convergence within the Objec-
tive 1 group was particularly strong in the 1988–94 pe-
riod, partly reflecting high growth rates in the new
German Länder.)
Analysisofthisperiodalsoindicatesthatregionaldispar-
ities in GDP per head narrowedbetween1980 and 2001
(as measured by the variance of the logarithm of GDP
per head across regions), so that what is known techni-
cally as sigma-convergence also occurred over this pe-
riod. The extent of convergence in this sense, however,
was relatively small between 1994 and 2001. (It should
benotedthatbetaconvergencedoesnotnecessarilyim-
plysigmaconvergencesinceitispossiblefortheregions
with the lowest GDP per head to grow faster than aver-
age without overall regional disparities narrowing.)
Regional convergence
No. of regions GDP per head
(% growth rate)
Beta
convergence
rate per year (%)
R-Squared
1980-88
All EU15 regions 197 2.0 0.5 0.94
Objective 1 regions 55 1.9 0.4 0.87
Other regions 142 2.0 2.1 0.92
1988-94
All EU15 regions 197 1.3 0.7 0.97
Objective 1 regions 55 1.4 3.1 0.94
Other regions 142 1.2 0.8 0.95
1994-2001
All EU15 regions 197 2.3 0.9 0.97
Objective 1 regions 55 2.6 1.6 0.92
Other regions 142 2.1 0.0 0.96
Source: DG REGIO
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40–50%ofallsuchmeasures inSpainandPortugalin
1998, for example. It also helped finance the restruc-
turingandexpansionofpublicemploymentservicesin
Greece, Ireland and Portugal. In addition, in Portugal,
it contributed to raising the proportion of students in
tertiary education from 26% of the total to 34% over
theprogrammingperiodand,inSpain,toencouraging
a large number of firms to provide continuing training
for the first time.
Evaluation studies carried out on the present pro-
gramming period estimate that structural interven-
tions in Objective 1 regions are likely to lead to the
creation of around 700,000 jobs, adding almost 4% to
employment in Portugal (187,000 jobs) and 2.5% in
Greece (100,000 jobs). The effect on employment is
also estimated to be significant in the new German
Länder, the south of Italy and Spain (adding 1–2% in
each case).
Contributing to sustainable development
Environmental sustainability is critical to maintaining
regional development over the long-term. The current
generation of Structural Fund programmes was
adopted before the present EU sustainable develop-
ment strategy was launched. Nevertheless, structural
interventions include the environment as a horizontal
priority and take explicit account of environmental
considerations while pursuing economic and social
cohesionobjectives.Accordingtoarecentevaluation,
the effectiveness of intervention could in many cases
be increased by making potential trade-offs between
these three objectives more explicit, as well as by
seeking better integration with sectoral and national
policies.
Improving the environment and protecting it against
further damage are integral objectives of structural in-
terventions. A large part of the Structural Funds has,
therefore, been allocated to financing investment in
environmental infrastructure, notably for waste man-
agement and waste water disposal, mainly in the
south of the EU.
Growth and real convergence
between regions …
As indicated in Part 1, there has been a significant
growth since 1989 in GDP per head in Objective 1 re-
gions,takentogether,inrelationtotheEU15average,
while both employment and productivity have risen as
compared to the increases elsewhere. These favour-
able developments are supported by recent empirical
studies which have analysed the extent of regional
convergence which has occurred
3 (see Box on
Econometric evidence).
Themainconclusion whichcanbedrawnfromecono-
metric analysis is that there has been significant
catchingupofObjective1regionsintermsofGDPper
head as well as a narrowing of disparities among
them. At the same time, there has been a consistent
reduction in the productivity gap between Objective 1
regions and the rest of the EU15 over the past 20
years,especiallyinthemostdisadvantagedregionsin
the Cohesion countries, suggesting that the catch-up
in GDP per head is soundly based, offering the pros-
pect of continuing convergence in future years. This
reduction in the productivity gap was most marked in
the growth years of the latter part of the 1980s, in part
because of new entrants to the EU benefiting from the
removal of trade barriers.
Analysis also indicates that there is some relationship
betweentheamountofstructural aidprovidedandthe
realgrowthofGDP.Thoseregionswhichreceivedthe
most aid per person, therefore, tended to grow by
more and vice versa. Many of these regions were in
Greece and Portugal. At the same time, GDP in a
number of Greek and Portuguese regions grew by
lessthanimpliedbytheamountofstructuralaid,given
the average relationship. This was also the case in
mostObjective1regionsinGermanyandItaly,where,
as noted in Part 1, growth seems to have been de-
pressed by low growth in the rest of the country. On
the other hand, in most Spanish regions, growth was
higher than implied by the amount of aid received, re-
flecting perhaps the influence of a buoyant national
economy (Graph 4.4).
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In all four Cohesion countries, as noted in Part 1,
growth of GDP was higher than that in the rest of the
EU over the period 1991 to 2002. Although the differ-
encewasrelativelysmallinthecaseofPortugal(2.2%
a year as against an EU15 average of 2%), it was just
over ½% a year higher in both Greece and Spain,
while in Ireland, it was substantially higher (an aver-
age of around 4½% a year higher).
Simulations
4 indicate that structural interventions
5
have boosted growth both through increasing de-
mand and through strengthening the supply side of
the economy (through improving infrastructure and
human capital) and so have contributed to conver-
gence. As a result of such interventions, it is esti-
mated that GDP in real terms in 1999 was some
2.2%higherinGreecethanitotherwisewouldhave
been, while in Spain, the figure was 1.4%, in Ire-
land, 2.8% and in Portugal, 4.7%. These differ-
ences reflect to a large extent the high degree of
opennessoftheIrishandPortugueseeconomiesin
relation to Greece and Spain, especially the latter
becauseofthelargersizeofitsinternalmarket(Ta-
bles A4.6 and A4.7).
Growth of GDP was linked to a significant extent to
manufacturing, where the effect of intervention was
more pronounced in Portugal than in the other coun-
tries, leading to ‘knock-on’ effects on market services,
and where inflows of foreign direct investment led to a
radicaltransformationofthesector,muchasinIreland
at the end of the 1980s. Intervention was also associ-
atedwithasignificantincrease ininvestment—which
was estimated to be 24% higher in Portugal and 18%
in Greece in 1999 as a result — taking the form partic-
ularly of an increase in infrastructure and human
capital.
GDP growth is also linked to growth in labour produc-
tivity, disparities in which tended to narrow over the
period. In Portugal, where manufacturing is still con-
centrated in highly labour-intensive industries, the
gain in productivity from structural intervention is esti-
mated to have been twice the increase in employ-
ment. In Spain, increases in labour productivity (2%)
and employment (1.5%) contributed much the same
to growth of manufacturing output.
In the German new Länder, the effect of Structural
Fund intervention on GDP is estimated to have been
significant (raising the level by around 4% in 1999),
partly because of the more depressed starting condi-
tions. Growth in manufacturing in the first three years
following unification was associated, as in Portugal,
with strong growth in employment, followed later by
gainsinproductivityfromtheintroductionofnewtech-
nologies embodied in the increased investment fi-
nanced in part by the Structural Funds.
In Northern Ireland, estimates suggest that the effect
ofstructural interventionwas modest,raising thelevel
of GDP by just over 1% in 1999. The effects are most
visible in market services (especially in business ser-
vices and vocational training), while there seems to
have been hardly any impact on manufacturing.
Is there a trade-off between
national and regional convergence?
It is often argued that internal disparities, in terms of
differences in GDP per head between regions, tend to
widen initially, in the first stages of convergence, as
growth at the national level increases to a relatively
high level. On this view, growth of the national
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Composite  Default screeneconomyisregardedasbeingboostedbytheeffectof
economic activity being concentrated in a few areas,
especially large cities and conurbations. Accordingly,
the first stages of an economy catching up tend to be
characterised by a conflict between national and re-
gional convergence.
ThispotentialconflictisrelevantnotonlyfortheCo-
hesioncountriesbutalsoforthedevelopmentstrat-
egy which accession countries in central Europe
should follow. With the exception of Bulgaria, the
regional dispersion of GDP per head is wider in all
thelargeraccessioncountriesthanintheCohesion
countries. Moreover, it has increased significantly
since the mid-1990s, principally because of the
high rate of growth of the largest cities, the main
growth poles. By contrast, as noted in Part 1, re-
gional disparities in the Cohesion countries — the
major recipients of structural assistance — have
not changed much, despite national growth being
higher than the EU average. The one exception is
Ireland, where economic activity has become even
more strongly centred on Dublin.
The possibility of there being a ‘trade-off’ between na-
tional convergence and regional convergence sug-
gests that accession countries face a choice in the
short-term between higher national growth of GDP
per head and reducing regional disparities. In some
cases, structural aid seems to have favoured national
convergence(Ireland),whileinothers,ithastendedto
counteract the effects of polarisation of economic ac-
tivity (Spain). Experience indicates, however, that the
extent to which a trade-off of this kind exists depends
in part on the spatial distribution of economic activity
and of settlements across the country in question.
The Structural Funds as a means
for economic integration
European economies are becoming more closely
integrated as reflected in growing trade and invest-
ment flows between them. This has been actively
promotedbyEUpolicies,mostespeciallyinrelation
to the completion of the internal market, the
introductionofacommoncurrencyandprospective
enlargement. Closer integration has led, with the
support of cohesion policies — which have stimu-
latedtradeflowsandinfluencedthelocationofeco-
nomic activity — to a narrowing of disparities
between economies.
Trade of the Cohesion countries with the rest of the
EU has more than doubled over the past decade.
Some of this increase reflects the gains to other
countries from structural aid to less favoured re-
gions. Estimates from input-output tables, there-
fore, suggest that around a quarter of such
expenditure returns to the rest of the EU in the form
of increased exports, on machinery and equipment
in particular, as GDP and investment grow. This
‘leakage’ is particularly large for Greece (42% of
structural aid) and Portugal (35%) (Table A4.8).
A substantial proportion of the Structural Funds
goes on transport infrastructure which both affects
thelocationofindustry,byincreasingtheattractive-
ness of the regions concerned, and boosts eco-
nomicactivitytherebyincreasingearningsandreal
incomes. Simulations of the effects of a range of
transport projects financed by the Cohesion Fund
suggest that income gains can be significant (the
combined effect of the Egnathia and Pathe motor-
way projects, for example, added an estimated 9%
orsotoincomeinEastMacedonia).Takingaccount
of the wider effects of structural intervention in re-
ducing the costs of production in the region con-
cerned, not only through reduced travel time but
also through higher productivity resulting from a
strengthening of the supply side of the economy,
further increases the effect on GDP (which is esti-
mated to be 3% higher in Andalucía and around 2%
higher in the Mezzogiorno in 2006 as a result of EU
co-financed programmes).
According to a recent study, Structural Fund interven-
tions can also affect the location of R&D intensive ac-
tivities, encouraging them to set up in assisted
regions, so helping to bring about a more equitable
distribution of growth opportunities across the EU.
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restructuring and job creation
In addition to assisting Objective 1 regions, the
Structural Funds also help to support economic de-
velopment in other parts of the EU suffering from
structural problems rather than lagging develop-
ment. The main effects of these over the period
1994–1999, as revealed by recent evaluation stud-
ies, are examined below.
During the period 1994–1999, a total of 82 regions
with 62 million inhabitants (17% of EU15 population)
received Objective 2 assistance, aimed at helping ar-
eas affected by industrial decline, down from the 73
million living in the areas assisted in the previous pe-
riod. The amount of expenditure was increased from
EUR 1.2billionayeartoEUR 2.8billionayear,11.5%
oftheStructuralFundstotal,soraisingtheaidperper-
son in these areas from EUR 16 a year to EUR 44. In
the 2000–2006 period, this amount has been set at
EUR 3.2 billion a year (at 1999 prices), to deal with ru-
ral as well as industrial areas in decline (covered by
Objective 5b in the 1994–1999 period), implying a
slightly smaller average amount of aid per person
(EUR 41).
In the 1994–1999 period, assistance was concen-
trated in a large number of small areas in 12 Member
States, with the UK receiving almost one third of the
total and France almost a quarter, the two countries
together accounting for just under 60% of the total
number living in Objective 2 regions. Spain and Ger-
many between them received another quarter of the
total and 8 other countries the remaining 20%. EU
Structural Fund contributions made up almost a third
of total eligible expenditure on Objective 2
programmes, national government sources providing
about the same amount and the private sector the
rest.
Intermsofthetypesofprojectsupported,expenditure
on infrastructure amounted to 27% of the total in the
1994–1999 period (down from 36% in the previous
period).Thiswent,inparticular,onthereconversionof
old industrial sites and the construction of new build-
ings. A further 25% went on support for business,
more than double the amount in the preceding period,
and,inparticular,onstrategicmeasures suchasfacil-
itating access of SMEs to advanced business ser-
vices and consultancy, promoting financial
engineering, and providing support for involvement in
international trade and for business start-ups, as well
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Regeneration in Wolverhampton, UK
Efforts have been made in Wolverhampton for some
years to generate new jobs to replace those lost in
steel and other industries. The EU has played a ma-
jor role in facilitating change. In the early 1990s, the
EU encouraged a more strategic approach to regen-
eration rather than simply funding individual infra-
structure projects, as was the case in the 1980s.
Following an extensive audit and consultation with
the local community and businesses, a detailed ur-
ban regeneration programme was drawn up. EU
fundingwastargetedontwomainareasofthetown:
• the Cultural Quarter: the Chubb building, where
locks and safes were once manufactured, now
houses a number of multimedia SMEs and is the
focal point of the quarter. Schemes to improve the
ArtGallery,theGrandTheatreandtheUniversity’s
Arena Theatre, combined with training and busi-
nesssupportinitiatives,arecreatingeconomicop-
portunities in cultural and media activities;
• the All Saints area: the Urban Village project is a
community-based approach to improving living
conditionsin one of the most deprivedareas in the
region, by setting up community businesses, sup-
portingthemostdisadvantagedgroupsandfoster-
ing cultural and media businesses.
Between 1993 and 1998, the regeneration
programmegenerated1500jobsandledto75SMEs
being established, including 32 specialising in cul-
tural activities.
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Composite  Default screenas on assisting individual firms. Just under 20% of as-
sistance took the form of support for training and de-
veloping the skills of the work force, financed mainly
from the ESF. In addition, just under 10% of spending
went on support for R&D and ICT (Table A4.9).
This expenditure has had an important effect in help-
ing to restructure traditional industries and to diversify
economic activity in Objective 2 areas. It is estimated
from detailed evaluation studies that Structural Funds
intervention led to the creation of some 700,000 jobs
in areas assisted over the 1994–1999 period, or just
under 500,000 in net terms if account is taken of dis-
placement effects (ie the new jobs created displacing
some existing jobs)
6. At the same time, around 300
thousand SMEs received assistance, helping them
both to improve their methods of production and to
seekoutnewmarkets,inadditiontostrengtheningthe
business support services available to them.
This is reflected in a reduction in unemployment in
theseareasbymorethanintherestoftheEUoverthe
programming period (on average, by 3.1% of the la-
bour force between 1996 and 2000 as against a de-
cline of 2.3% in the EU as a whole
7). The reduction
was especially marked in areas with a heavy prepon-
derance of traditional industries in the process of re-
structuring, often accounting for close to 40% of total
employment, which indicates that the loss of jobs in
these industries was more than compensated by a
growth of new jobs, especially in services. Although
the growth in GDP per head in these regions was less
than in the EU as a whole over the period (2.1% be-
tween 1995 and 2000 as opposed to 2.4%), the differ-
ence was small, which suggests their long-term
decline was arrested to some extent. On the other
hand, the slightly slower growth of GDP in combina-
tion with a larger rise in employment implies that la-
bour productivity increased by less in Objective 2
areas than in other parts of the EU.
Detailed analysis indicates that support for expendi-
ture on R&D, innovation and technology transfer
seems to have been particularly effective in creating
new jobs as well as saving existing ones.
THIRD REPORT ON ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL COHESION
Part 4 — Impact and added value of structural policies
151
NOVI, Denmark
When the north of Denmark became eligible for
structuralassistanceunderObjective2,itwassuffer-
inghighunemploymentasaresultofadeclineinfish-
ing and other traditional industries. Instead of
deploying EU funding in these sectors, however, it
was decided to focus on developing knowledge-
based activities.
NOVI is a unique combination of science park, inno-
vation environmentand venture capital provider. Es-
tablished in 1989, NOVI has served as a catalyst for
the development of knowledge-based companies in
northernDenmark,inclosecooperationwithAalborg
University.As acentreof technologyandinnovation,
it has played an important role in business develop-
mentandhascontributedsignificantlytojobcreation
in the area.
The NOVI Science Park accommodates one of the
largest clusters of R&D-based companies in Den-
mark. In addition, NOVI Innovation has encouraged
active collaborationbetweenresearch centres, busi-
nesses and capital markets to ensure the commer-
cial exploitation of new ideas. NOVI has been
involved in venture capital investment since 1989
and has grown into a significant national resource
witha capitalbaseof overEUR67million.It hasalso
helped to establish NorCOM, a cluster of industrial
firms in the region specialising in the development
and production of mobile communications and navi-
gation equipment, which has attracted increasing
amounts of foreign investment.
Total expenditure in NOVI up to now is around EUR
35 million, EUR 21.5 million of which has been fi-
nanced by the private sector and some EUR 12.5
million by the Structural Funds.
The Structural Funds were essential to the success
ofNOVI,havingmadeitpossibletoestablishandde-
velop, on a medium-to-long-term perspective, the
concept to a size where cooperation between entre-
preneurs, industry and research centres has been
most effective.
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ceptions (such as Nordrhein-Westfalen or the North
West of England), the capacity of most Objective 2 ar-
eas for innovation remains much less well developed
thaninthemostsuccessfulregionsintheEUandtheir
research base tends not to be well attuned to the re-
gional structure of production. Accordingly, for the
mostpart,theydonotoccupyacentralplaceintheEu-
ropean technological space.
This contrasts with their endowment of infrastructure
andhumancapital.InmostObjective2regions,trans-
port and telecommunication systems, in particular,
are of a relatively high standard, providing good con-
nectionsbothinternallyandtotherestoftheEU,while
population of working age is comparatively well edu-
cated. In addition, the skills of the work force have
been improved and extended with the help of the
Structural Funds, which has helped speed up the re-
structuring process aswellastoslow down theloss of
jobs. Training programmes have, therefore, been put
in place to combat skill shortages and the rapid obso-
lescence of qualifications. Specific measures have
alsobeentaken,notablyintheUK,toassistdisadvan-
taged groups to access training programmes and to
enter thelabour market. Overall some 3.6millionpeo-
ple across the EU received training in Objective 2 ar-
easbetween1994and1999asaresultofCommunity
assistance.
In addition, with the support of the Structural Funds,
substantial efforts have been made to clean up indus-
trial wasteland, to reconvert old industrial sites and
buildings (around 115 million square metres of land
in industrial areas is estimated to have been
reconverted as a result of Objective 2 programmes)
and,generally,toimprovetheenvironment,especially
in urban areas. This has radically changed the aspect
ofmanyindustrialareasandenabledthemtobeputto
new productive use, such as for leisure and cultural
activities.
Nevertheless, traditional industries, though in de-
cline, are still causing environmental damage to
manyareasandareaswhichhavebeenabandoned
remain to be treated.Restructuring,therefore,is by
no means yet complete in many parts of the EU.
Evaluation studies indicate that the extent of re-
structuring in Objective 2 areas has varied mark-
edly from region to region, reflecting their
development potential and the effectiveness with
which public funds, both from Community and na-
tional sources, have been used. While in coal and
steel areas, in particular, economic activities have
been restructured and modernised, there are a
number of areas where traditional industries re-
main important and significant structural change
still lies ahead, with potentially important effects on
both employment and real income levels.
At the same time, lessons need to be learned from
the experience of Objective 2 interventions. The
positive effects which are evident need to be seen
in relation to two major constraints on the effective-
ness of the programmes supported which arise
from the way the policy has been applied. First, the
small size of many of the areas eligible for support
has made it difficult to follow an efficient integrated
strategy as regards the deployment of financial re-
sources in the regions concerned. Because of the
small size of the operations financed, it has been
difficult in a number of cases to achieve a sufficient
amount for funding projects which could have a de-
cisive effect on regional development. Secondly,
thelimitedtimeperiodover whichfundinghas been
given (because of the sub-division into two periods
of three years) has had the effect of favouring
short-term projects (for supporting jobs in times of
recession, for example) at the expense of those of
strategic importance for regional development.
Support for agriculture, rural
development and fisheries
Measures undertaken under Objective 5a (Regula-
tions (EC) Nos 950/97 and 951/97) and Objective 5b
programmes over the period 1994–1999 have been
the subject of recent evaluations. The results of these
are summarised below.
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The overall objective of intervention under Regula-
tion 950/97 was to improve the overall efficiency
and competitiveness of farms, while maintaining a
viable agricultural community and helping to safe-
guard the environment and preserve the country-
side. A number of measures were adopted to
achieve this objective:
• the farm investment scheme gave farmers a
choiceofsupportoptions.InthesouthoftheEU,
mostlycoveredbyObjective1,thechoicewasto
increase the efficiency of farming methods and
to advance structural change, while elsewhere,
more emphasis was put on diversification, ani-
mal welfare and the environment. The scheme
provedmoreeffectiveinareaswhererestructur-
ing was a major element, such as in small farms
in Objective 1 regions;
• the young farmers scheme was aimed at help-
ingyoungfarmerssetupinoperation.Itwasim-
plemented in different ways across the EU and
was more effective when combined with train-
ing and/or supplementary support measures.
Other factors, however, such as inheritance
laws, availability of milk quotas, interest rates
andthetaxsystem,seemoftentohavemorein-
fluence on the decision to start a business.
There was, however, some increase in the
number of farm heads under 45 in 10 Member
States;
• the less-favoured areas scheme was intended
to encourage farming in such areas by compen-
sating for natural, social, economic and other
constraints. The scheme remained largely un-
changedfromthemid-1970sonandforthemost
part was never fully integrated into rural devel-
opment strategies. Because payments were
flat-rate, there was possible under-
compensation in the most severely disadvan-
taged areas (eg Objective 1 mountainous areas
where co-financing capacity is limited).
Intervention under Regulation 951/97 was more di-
rectly oriented toward increasing the competitiveness
of the agri-food sector. Assessment of the investment
fundedovertheperiod1994–1999suggestssomeim-
provement in the value added chain in 4 Member
States, the establishment of new outlets in half the
Member States,theacquisition ofnew machinery and
use of more efficient technologies which helped limit
emissionsandpollution,andimprovementsinmarket-
ing channels in 5 Member States.
The effect of the scheme on primary producers was
limited because of the increasing concentration of
marketing and processing facilities in large firms and
the market power of retailers and wholesalers. There
were greater gains to primary producers when mar-
keting and processing activities were organised by
producer associations.
Interventions in Objective 5b areas
Objective 5b areas comprised 26% of the land area of
the EU in the period 1994–1999 with 9% of the total
population (around 32.7 million people). Overall fund-
ing amounted to around EUR 1.1 billion a year (42%
from the EAGGF, 44% from the ERDF and 14% from
the ESF) and was divided between the development
of non-agricultural activities and job creation (46%),
increasing the income of agricultural households
(23%), improving the attractiveness of areas and the
quality of life (17 %) and afforestation (4%).
The effects of assistance under objective 5b over the
period 1994–1999 can be distinguished at three
levels:
• inagriculture,thereisnoevidenceofapositiveef-
fect on income, though some strengthening of the
agricultural sector is apparent as well as some di-
versification(ashifttohighervalue-addedproduc-
tion and the development of agri-tourism and
environmental services, in particular);
• in non-agricultural activities, Objective 5b
programmeshavecontributedtomodernisationof
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prises, the expansion of tourism and a higher
growth of employment than in other regions;
• in terms of the attractiveness of regions and the
quality of life, programmes have helped to reno-
vate villages, develop public service facilities and
protect the environment.
While the effect of Objective 5b has been positive
overall, some weaknesses can be identified:
• although a territorial approach is appropriate for
this kind of intervention, some Objective 5b areas
were not in line with the economic development
processunderwayorthestrategybeingfollowed;
• intervention should have been based more on the
promotion and spread of good practice in order to
realise the potential of the areas assisted better.
In overall terms, population increased by much the
same in Objective 5b areas, insofar as they can be
distinguished given the data available, as in other
parts of the EU over the programming period (by
0.3% a year between 1995 and 2000), while GDP
growthwasslightlyless(2.4%ayearasopposedto
2.7%) and unemployment fell by less (by 1.9% of
the labour force as against 2.3%). Nevertheless, in
2000, the average unemployment rate in these ar-
eas remainedbelow theEUaverage(6.5%as com-
pared with 8.3%).
The 2000–2006 programming period
TheadoptionofanewCommunityRegulation((EC)
No1257/99)hasenabledarangeofpreviouslysep-
arate measures to be assembled under a single
pieceoflegislation,facilitatingtheintegrationofdif-
ferent measures for rural development within an
overallstrategy,whetherinObjective1or2regions
orinrelationtoahorizontalapplication.Thishasin-
creased the coherence and complementarity of the
measures concerned (Table A4.10).
Nevertheless, the co-existence of two systems of pro-
gramming, management and control, one based on
Structural Fund regulations and the other on those of
theEAGGF-Guarantee,hasoftenbeenregardedasa
source of complication and rigidity and as difficult to
understand by Member States, especially those com-
prising Objective 1 and non-Objective 1 regions. The
rules of the EAGGF-Guarantee, designed for policies
for agricultural markets, have frequently been consid-
ered to be ill-adapted to, and too restrictive for, multi-
annual programming.
Interventions in fisheries
Although the fishing sector contributes very little to
GDP in Member States, in the regions in which it is
concentrated, it tends to be an important source of
both income and employment. The regions con-
cerned are predominantly located in peripheral parts
of the EU, in which there are often relatively few other
job opportunities. Interventions under the Common
Fisheries Programme can, therefore, make a signifi-
cant contribution to regional income and to the devel-
opment of other economic activities including fish
farming.
Promoting employment, education
and training through the ESF
The effect of the ESF on employment,
training and education
Duringthe1994–1999programmingperiod,theEuro-
peanSocialFund(ESF)whichaccountedforathirdof
Structural Fund expenditure, provided support for the
development of human resources, some EUR 22.1
billion, or 49% of the total for the period, in Objective 1
regions. At the same time, interventions under Objec-
tive 3 amounted to EUR 13 billion and were aimed at
integrating young people, the long-term unemployed
andthoseatriskofexclusionintoemployment,aswell
as at promoting equal opportunities in the labour mar-
ket.Inaddition,Objective4interventionsamountedto
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adapt to industrial change.
The ESF provided significant support for the imple-
mentation of active labour market policies, especially
in the Cohesion countries, largely on training (46% of
ESF spending); integration pathways and similar
schemes (20%); employment incentives (7%); coun-
selling (4%) and job placement (3%), though the rela-
tive importance of these varied considerably between
countries.Supportwasdividedbetweenthelong-term
unemployed,especiallyinObjective1regions(21%of
the budget),young unemployed (17%) the socially ex-
cluded (15%), older workers (6%), those employed in
SMEs (3%) and those with disabilities (2%).
Evaluation evidence suggests that, in the main, the
mostsuccessfulmeasureswerethoseofferingacom-
bination of assistance, such as guidance, training and
job search, tailored to individual needs.
In addition to helping individuals directly, the ESF
contributed to the modernisation of education and
training systems in Member States both at national
and regional level, increasing access to training of
both employers and employees and helping to ex-
pand the amount of public investment in these
areas.
ESF interventions in Objectives 2 regions and under
Objective4gaveanewfocusontheimportanceofthe
adaptability of the work force to industrial change and
supported innovative measures which encouraged
greater commitment to training and lifelong learning.
They also helped to strengthen the link between the
need for training and its provision through the intro-
duction of mechanisms for anticipating employment
trends.
Such interventions helped in addition to strengthen
thehumancapitalbaseforR&DinObjective1and2
regions and in the latter were increasingly used to
support knowledge based activities in SMEs,
through training in management skills, advanced
technologies and ICT, to encourage new methods
ofwork organisation and to finance temporarywork
placementsforscienceandtechnologygraduates.
Althoughstatisticaldataareoftenlacking,thereisevi-
dencethatESFprogrammeshaveinfluencednational
policies on gender and Objective 3 interventions, in
particular, seem to have played an important role in
helping women disadvantaged on the labour market
to find work.
In addition, the ESF has encouraged both the adop-
tionofastrongerlong-termapproachtolabourmarket
measures in Member States through its multi-annual
programming and thedecentralisation ofemployment
and training policies. Some 30% or more of ESF
programmes are, therefore, managed at regional
level, while the application of the partnership principle
has led to increased involvement of social partners
and NGOs as well as regional and local authorities in
both the composition of Monitoring Committees and
the design and implementation of operational
programmes.
The 2000–2006 programming period: a
closer link between the ESF and the EES
In the 2000–2006 programming period, the link be-
tween the ESF and the European Employment Strat-
egy (EES) has been strengthened. The ESF, with a
budget of EUR 60 billion, is the main financial means
of supporting the EES, while the latter provides the
policy framework for ESF interventions.
Around 60% of the ESF (EUR 34 billion over the pe-
riod) isdevotedtotrainingandmodernising education
and training systems, to improve the suitability of job-
seekers for new employment opportunities. Some
14% (EUR 8 billion) goes on supporting the develop-
ment of entrepreneurial skills, business start-ups, the
establishment of business networks and so on to pro-
mote enterprise and so help to improve competitive-
ness, while some 19% (EUR 11 billion) goes to assist
firms and employees to adapt to technologies and
new market conditions. The remaining 7% or so (just
under EUR 4 billion) is devoted to measures for
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a wider commitment to incorporate the principle of
equal opportunity in all programmes and activities.
The reform of the EES in 2003 should help to achieve
the Lisbon objectives in an enlarged Union more effec-
tively.TheEmploymentGuidelineshavebeensimplified
in pursuit of three strategic objectives: full employment,
quality and productivity at work and social and regional
cohesion and inclusion. Specific priorities include
greater emphasis on the development of human re-
sources,theintegrationofthosewithdisadvantagesinto
employment, and a reduction of regional disparities as
well as increased adaptability, lifelong learning and
equality between men and women.
Inaddition,there is more emphasis on theimportance
of the participation of the social partners and on the
need for Member States to implement the EES at re-
gional and local as well as national level.
Community Initiatives: promoting
cooperation and networking
A number of Community Initiatives based on partner-
ship and trans-border cooperation supplement the
support provided for cohesion under the different Ob-
jectives. Most of them have been maintained, some-
timesinamodifiedform,overtheperiod2000–2006.
INTERREG
Cooperation between countries and regions is an es-
sential element of EU cohesion policy. The activities
involving such cooperation are very diverse reflecting
differences in levels of development and institutional
andadministrativecontexts.Theyare also more com-
plicated to implement than other Structural Fund
programmes.
Compared to mainstream programmes, the overall fi-
nancial size of INTERREG II programmes was rela-
tively limited at about EUR 400 million a year
(although resources were increased significantly over
the period 2000–2006 with its successor, INTERREG
III).
Over the period 1994–1999, 75 INTERREG II
programmes were supported under three strands:
cross-border cooperation (Strand A), completion of
energy networks (Strand B) and cooperation in re-
gional and spatial planning (Strand C). Within Strand
A, 59 programmes were implemented along internal
and external borders with a length of more than
15,000 km. The eligible programme areas covered
around 36% of the total EU territory with around 27%
of the total EU population. 11 INTERREG IIA
programmes alone received more than two-thirds of
the total support.
Larger INTERREG programmes have produced sig-
nificant output in the form an extension of road net-
works, improvements in border entry points, an
upgrading of rail connections and, as in the
INTERREG IIB programmes, the creation of new
transport links and the development of alternative en-
ergy supplies. Such projects contributed to closer
economic integration in the EU.
Main achievements and added-value
Strands A and B cover a large group of diverse
programmes in terms of the size of funding, the geo-
graphical area concerned and orientation.The results
oftheINTERREGIIevaluationshowmarkedeffectsin
the case of Strand A, by far the largest strand.
Programmesseem,inparticular,tohavehadabenefi-
cial effect on the quality of life through improving the
environment and supporting cultural activities. They
also seem to have brought gains to tourism, estab-
lished services for SMEs and improved, education,
training and health care as well as transport. Direct
participation bybusinesses in programmes and coop-
eration between firms were, however, much more
limited.
The results in terms of reducing isolation have been
mixed.Inthecaseofprogrammesinthemoreisolated
Objective1regions,mostfundingwenttotransport.In
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many and Finland, road connections at the border,
cross-border crossings and port facilities were im-
proved significantly, while there were more limited ef-
fects in areas along the Spanish-Portuguese border
and in Austria.
Part of the added value of INTERREG IIA
programmes is their contribution to establishing and
strengthening a culture of cross-border cooperation
both inside the EU and between the EU and neigh-
bouring countries. The main benefits have come
through increased daily contact and the building of
mutual trust and understanding between various enti-
ties, including public authorities and private and
semi-public organisations.
Inmanycases,aparticularcontributionofINTERREG
was to enable specific problems to be tackled which
couldnothavebeenaddressed throughothersupport
programmes. The Initiative therefore constituted the
initial stimulus to bringing about widespread cross-
border cooperation, so making it possible for other
projects to be undertaken.
The relatively small number of large-scale projects
funded under Strand B (in Greece, Italy, Spain and
Portugal) were directed towards extending and inte-
grating gas and electricity networks, though these
were confined to individual countries.
8
INTERREG II was also aimed at encouraging net-
working between countries, the exchange of experi-
ence between regions and the dissemination of
knowledgeinordertospreadgoodpracticeacrossthe
EU. A key feature of Strand C projects is their experi-
mental nature. They, therefore, included studies, the
development of databases and mapping, integrated
planning methodologies and pilot projects. Although it
is difficult to determine their effect in quantitative
terms, they have helped to define methods and ar-
rangements for cooperation.
The continuity and sustainability of activities, how-
ever, need particular consideration. Although
THIRD REPORT ON ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL COHESION
Part 4 — Impact and added value of structural policies
157
Examples from INTERREG
Reducing isolation and eliminating bottlenecks
along the Ireland/Northern Ireland border
The Ireland/Northern Ireland programme allocated
EUR 30 million of Structural Funds to a ‘Roads &
Transport Infrastructure’ scheme, helping to finance
69 projects for improving some 110 kms of second-
ary roads, which were regarded as either “bottle-
necks” or “missing links”. Another 104 projects,
involving some 166 kms of road, were aimed at alle-
viating constraints on economic development in bor-
der regionsandimprovingeconomicopportunitiesin
widerareas on both sides of the border. Some of the
projects also led to improvements in access to major
international transport corridors, including TEN-T.
The programmealsocontributedto improvementsin
public transport. Between 1994 and 2000, three bus
station improvement projects contributed to increas-
ing the number of local and cross-border services as
well as passenger numbers.
Cross-border business development and
cooperation between SMEs in Scandinavia
The INTERREG IIA programmes covering the bor-
der areas between Denmark, Sweden and Finland
andtheexternalborderswithNorway,whichhavein-
volved network building, the organisation of exhibi-
tions, the construction of databases and business
promotion, are examples of good practice in relation
to the development of cross-border business activi-
ties and strengthening SMEs. In the Øresund region
on the Denmark-Sweden border, support for cross-
border business activities has led to the creation of
clustersof newindustries,includinginbiotechnology
(e.g. Medicon Valley) and food processing (e.g. the
Øresund Food Network). The 41 projects involving
the creation of business networks have led to some
300 additional jobs in the area. The programmes
along the Swedish-Norwegian border involved over
a thousand companies in various business develop-
ment networks, including one for women
entrepreneurs.
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Composite  Default screenexamples of self-sustaining activities are evident in
most INTERREG IIA programmes, Community sup-
port is still necessary to ensure the viabilityand stabil-
ity of many projects, especially those involving the
establishment of networks.
Factors influencing effectiveness
Under Strand A, the most successful programmes
were those jointly developed around a limited number
of objectives and priorities with a long-term strategic
focus. They also tended to involve extensive and
close cross-border partnership, both formal, as ex-
pressedintheinstitutionalarrangementsforprogram-
ming and management, and informal.
Managementcapacity(includinganefficientsecretar-
iat)isvitalbutitsimportancehasoftenbeenunderesti-
mated. Proactive support to potential recipients of
fundingandtoprojectpromotersisthekeytogenerat-
ing and sustaining sufficient numbers of good, genu-
ine cooperation projects and making the most of the
results produced.
In some areas bordering third countries, the complex
arrangementsputinplacebecauseofthespecificreg-
ulations of the different funding bodies involved
(Phare,Tacis,Cards,Meda,inparticular)haveunder-
mined the effectiveness of programmes.
The fundamental problem of managing cross-border
and trans-national programmes is the often very dif-
ferent legal and administrative rules and traditions in
the different countries involved, quite apart from lan-
guage differences. Part of the aim of INTERREG is to
overcome such differences (e.g. by the creation of
common management structures and joint technical
secretariats). The difficulties encountered require ad-
hoc legal arrangements on the part of the Member
States concerned. A number of these arrangements
have involved several Member States, some consist-
ing of bilateral agreements, some multilateral and a
few using the European Economic Interest Grouping
approach. None of these arrangements, however,
provides a European-wide solution to the problem of
implementing cross-border cooperation.
URBAN
The URBAN Initiative covers 44% of EU population
wholiveinurbanareaswithover50,000inhabitants.It
wasintroducedin1994followinganumberofpilotpro-
jects and the European Commission Guidelines for
the2000–2006programmingperiod,whichrequested
MemberStatestopayspecialattentiontourbanpolicy
in their Objective 1 and 2 programmes.
Over the period 1994–1999, URBAN provided EUR
148 million a year for urban pilot projects in 118 cities,
while some EUR 104 million a year has been made
available for the period 2000–2006 for projects in 70
cities.ThemainfocusoftheInitiativeisonsmallurban
neighbourhoods and on concentrating funds on a
numberofintegratedprogrammesinvolvingtheactive
participation of local communities.
Evaluation studies indicate that the projects have led
to some improvement in the quality of life in the 118
neighbourhoods participating, as a result of
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The benefits of coordinated action at
urban level
In the Magdeburg-Cracau project, URBAN provided
support to very small firms by funding a scheme,
which would not normally have been eligible for
ERDF funding. Similarly, in the Hackney borough of
London, URBAN tackled problems — the needs of
socially-excluded groups in particular — which were
not covered by the East London Objective 2
programme.
In Spain, around half of URBAN programmes had
parallelaimstoObjective1and2programmesandin
6 Spanish cities, there werestrategic links withother
Community Initiatives. In Portugal, all 6 URBAN
programmes were designed to support Objective 1
investment, mainly on roads, the environment, and
social infrastructure.
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facilities and increasing access to public services so
reducing social exclusion. They have also helped to
realise the inherent economic potential of the areas
concerned, often benefiting adjacent areas as well.
URBANhasfocused,inparticular,oncreatingandim-
proving local social capital, in part by including active
learning measures asanintegralpartofprogrammes.
The involvement of local communities has, moreover,
helped to raise the visibility of EU structural policy in
manycitiesthroughouttheEUandthekindsofproject
undertaken have had a direct impact on people’s
lives.
9 URBAN has also helped to shape national ur-
ban policies across the EU.
URBANhas,inaddition,actedasacatalystforregen-
eration and, in some cases, has had a major leverage
effect on investment. In Rostock, in Germany, for ex-
ample, a study estimated that for every Euro invested
in renovation in the URBAN area, a further 3.9 Euros
were generated in and around the area.
At the same time, concentrating support on small ar-
eas may have limited the impact of the Initiative,since
it leaves out of scope projects aimed at tackling na-
tional or regional problems, including those con-
cerned with the relationship between urban and
surrounding rural areas or the creation of ‘clusters’ of
particular industries ifthesespread beyondtheimme-
diate area.
SinceObjective1and2programmesalsodevotesub-
stantial resources to tackling urban problems, the
support provided needs to be better coordinated with
these so as to increase the participation of local
authorities in the design and management of
programmes and projects affecting urban areas
10
(Graph 4.5).
ADAPT, EMPLOYMENT and EQUAL
Two Community Initiatives, ADAPT and
EMPLOYMENT, were launched in 1995 to support
human resource policies. A new Initiative EQUAL,
was introduced in the current programming period to
combat discrimination and unfair treatment in the la-
bour market. EMPLOYMENT and ADAPT received
7.5% of the total ESF budget. They were mainly co-
financed by national governments, though they also
attracted some private finance, especially ADAPT.
The twoInitiativestogether provided funding forsome
9,300 individual projects and involved around 1.6 mil-
lion people.
ADAPT and EMPLOYMENT were aimed at involving
localpeopleandorganisationsindifferentcountriesin
innovative programmes designed to:
• buildlocalandregionalpartnerships,involvingrel-
evant parties in both the public and private sec-
tors, to facilitate labour market integration and job
creation;
• encourageaninternationalexchangeofideasand
experiencetoimproveprogrammesandstimulate
innovation;
• actasacatalystforchange,tofeednewideasinto
policy and practice in both the public and private
sectors through the dissemination of project re-
sults and by demonstrating their relevance for
meeting labour market needs.
Projects funded included measures to facilitate ac-
cess to work and learning for all through
individually-tailored ‘pathway’ programmes;
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Composite  Default screensupport for new sources of employment, such as in
thesocialeconomy;helpforSMEstoanticipateand
adapt to market change; the provision of training;
the encouragement of flexible working arrange-
ments; and support for women to help them realise
their potential in the labour market through deseg-
regation of occupations and sectors of activity and
makingiteasierforthemtoreconcileworkandfam-
ily life.
TheseInitiativeshavebeeneffectiveinanumberof
different ways. In Finland, the ‘Integrated Employ-
ment Model’, developed with the support of
EMPLOYMENT,isnowbeingappliedinObjective3
programmes. In Italy, a number of regional authori-
ties have adopted policies based on
EMPLOYMENT approaches. In Belgium, the
EMPLOYMENT ‘Youthstart’ project was one of the
inspirations for the introduction of a modular ap-
proach to vocational training in the Flemish educa-
tion system and in the UK, for the ‘mentoring’
elementofthe‘NewStart’Initiative.InGreece,ava-
riety of innovative projects influenced the design of
policies for people with disabilities.
InthecaseofADAPT,apilotprojectonjobrotationled
to a system for the temporary replacement of employ-
ees on training leave being set up in Portugal as part
oflabourmarketpolicy.InSweden,approaches tothe
development of skills and competencies pioneered
with ADAPT support have been taken up by national
programmes. ADAPT projects have also led to re-
gional agencies becoming involved in employment is-
sues in Austria and Italy and to the activities of
different organisations being better coordinated in
France and Ireland.
Building on the experience gained from these two
Community Initiatives, EQUAL is aimed at promot-
ingnewmeansofcombatingallformsofdiscrimina-
tion and inequality in the labour market, giving a
strong emphasis to the development of partner-
ships and trans-national cooperation as well as to
the incorporation of innovative approaches into
policy.
LEADER
LEADER II covered more than 36% of the EU land
area and 12% of the population in the 1994–1999
programming period. Almost 1,000 organisations
received assistance for rural development under
the Initiative, over 90% of which were local action
groups (LAGs). The Structural Funds contributed
some EUR 300 million a year to LEADER II out of a
total of EUR 700 million a year, deployed to assist
rural tourism (the main activity supported), SMEs
and the development of local products and to pro-
videtechnicalsupporttoLAGs.Inadditiontothedi-
rect support given, LEADER II had beneficial
effects by:
• creating local partnerships, in the form of LAGs in
particular, set up either in an area or field of
activity;
• developing a bottom-up approach, imple-
mented collectively, within an innovative,
multi-sectoral and coordinated strategy for lo-
cal development;
• helping to further cooperation and networking be-
tween areas;
• decentralising the management of available fund-
ing (from both the Structural Funds and national
sources).
ThenumberofrecipientsofLEADERIIsupportaswell
as the area covered was over 4 times larger than un-
der LEADER I in the previous programming period.
The two Initiatives helped to create a culture of part-
nership and encouraged people and organisations on
thegroundtoseelocaldevelopmentasamatterwhich
concerns them and to feel responsibility for what hap-
pens in their area. The LEADER approach has en-
abled local development strategies to adapt flexiblyto
different territorial circumstances. Under LEADER II,
moreover,theaccentwasputoninnovationwhichhas
since been applied very widely as a common method
of tackling rural development problems.
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positivelytothecalltobecomeinvolvedinnetworking,
but the exchange of experience mainly occurred be-
tween those who were already the most actively en-
gaged before. On the other hand, the emphasis on
cooperation gave rise to joint projects in a number of
rural areas and led to some 600 such projects being
set up involving participants in different countries.
The Initiative also encouraged the formation of infor-
mal networks and local activities, helping to open up
new areas and improve local governance, the latter
being encouraged further by the decentralisation of
management of LEADER projects. In addition, it
helped to develop local know-how in the areas as-
sisted,intermsofthedefinitionofobjectives,methods
of planning, management and evaluation. Neverthe-
less, the management of finance was often regarded
asunwieldyandbureaucratic,inlargepartbecauseof
the coexistence of three Structural Funds, each with
its own regulations.
LEADER+, introduced in the present programming
period(2000to2006)withEUR300millionayear,has
beenbuiltontheexperienceofLEADERIandII.With-
out the basic principles being changed: emphasis has
been put on the pilot nature of projects, with local de-
velopment strategies being formulated, above all,
around a limited number of themes of Community in-
terest. The methods of partnership have been better
defined and the conditions for cooperation simplified,
while Community financing comes from the EAGGF
alone.
Pilot innovative actions:
what are the lessons?
The first experimental activities to support innovation
in relation to regional and social policy were launched
by the Commission in 1993–94, effectivelypioneering
thedevelopmentoftheknowledge-based economyat
regional level. Today, nearly one in three regional au-
thorities across the EU15 have formulated a Regional
Innovation Strategy (RIS
11) or a Regional Information
Society Initiative
12, aimed at developing effective
innovation systems and the spread of ICT know-how
atregionallevel.Theinitialpilotactions,whichinmost
cases have been extended over the years, were
based on a demand-led, ‘bottom-up’ planning pro-
cess, creating strong public-private partnerships in-
volving businesses, universities, technology centres
and public authorities in the regions concerned.
Around 30 regions provided support for clusters and
business networks as part of their action plans and a
range of business support measures targeted at
SMEsweredeveloped.Inmanycases,priorityactions
to support innovation identified by RIS have been in-
corporated into Objective 1 and 2 programmes,
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Setting the foundation of the knowledge-
based economy in Castilla y León in Spain
through Structural Fund support
Castilla y León, an Objective 1 region in Spain, was
selected by the European Commission to prepare a
Regional Technology Plan (RTP) in 1997. The Ob-
jective 1 Structural Fund programme was utilised to
fund the policy priorities and actions stemming from
this Plan in the R&D and innovation domain. The in-
tention behind the plan was to involve as many rele-
vant organisations as possible and to create a broad
consensus between them. Initial results are encour-
aging: public expenditure has risen by over 11% a
year and business spending on innovation rose by
over 15% in the second half of the 1990s; at present
nearly 1,400 businesses (95% of them SMEs) are
taking an active part in publiclysupported innovation
programmes as opposed to just 600 or so in 1995.
Total R&D expenditure rose from 0.6% of non-
agricultural gross value-added in the region in 1995
to 0.9% in 2000, while total spending on innovation
increasedfrom1.4%to1.7%betweenthetwoyears.
At the same time, the number of full-time research
workers and equivalent technical staff increased
from3½inevery1000employedto5.Theregionhas
now the second highest expenditure on R&D per
head of Objective 1 regions in Spain and the eighth
highest of all Spanish regions, despite the predomi-
nance of SMEs and the importance of agriculture
and other traditional industries.
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investment, while RISI increased awareness of the
socialandeconomiceffectsoftheInformationSociety
and the spread of ICT and encouraged the develop-
ment of projects related to the eEurope action plan.
Innovative actions funded by the ESF also had posi-
tive effects on employment and social inclusion. The
Local Social Capital pilot project (ESF funding of EUR
3.5 million a year) supported 3,350 micro-projects,
each receiving an average grant of EUR 8,000 and
reaching a wide range of people unlikely to obtain
other types of support.
A new system for ERDF innovative actions was intro-
duced in 2001 to underpin the Community priorities of
increasing regional competitiveness, technology and
innovation (as agreed in Lisbon in 2000), applying
newformsofIT(theeEuropeactionplan)andpromot-
ing sustainable development. The aim is to ensure
that every EU region has the means to explore new
policies for developing the knowledge-based econ-
omy in order to increase the importance of innovation
in Objective 1 and Objective 2 programmes. Under
thescheme,regionalauthoritieswereabletoapplyfor
up to EUR 3 million of ERDF co-financing for two-year
programmes, which needed to be based on strong
public-privatepartnership,tohaveasubstantiallever-
age effect in raising private finance and to incorporate
a strategic approach to innovation. At present, three
out of four regions in the Union are developing such
programmes with a total budget of almost EUR 1 bil-
lion and ERDF funding of around EUR 400 million. In
addition,separatenetworkshavebeensetuponeach
of the three strategic themes involving over 40 re-
gions, operated in cooperation with the Commission,
in order to promote collective learning and the ex-
change of good practice.
Improving the effectiveness
of management methods
In the last review of the Structural Fund regulations in
1999, there was an attempt to clarify the respective
roles and responsibilities of the Commission and the
Member States. The aim was to simplify the system
whilealsoensuringmoredecentralisationofresponsi-
bility to the Member States. In parallel, the Commis-
sion has attempted to play a less active role in
day-to-day management.
There is still, however, a certain tension. While the
Commission remains accountable to the European
Parliament and Council for expenditure of the
Funds, how the Funds are spent is increasingly the
responsibility of Member States. Because of this
tension, it has become evident that the manage-
ment system for the Funds has not become simpler
or more streamlined.
The recent simplification exercise
13 sought to reduce
complexity and confusion within the confines of the
provisions ofthecurrent StructuralFundsregulations,
while also trying to improve coordination and flexibil-
ity. Consideration must now turn to the changes in the
regulations which are required to maximise effective-
ness, ensure proportionality and reduce unnecessary
complexity. Such changes in administrative require-
ments need to be based on an analysis of the
strengths and weaknesses of the present system and
decidedwellbeforetheimplementationsystemforthe
new fundingperiod isdesigned. Tothisend,theCom-
mission held a seminar in 2003, which brought to-
gethermorethan600participants,aspartofthewider
debate on the future of the policy launched by the
Commission in 2001
14.
The core principles
Programming, partnership, concentration and
additionalitywereintroducedastheunifyingprinciples
oftheStructuralFundsinthe1988reformandtheyre-
main at the heart of the management of the Funds, in-
tended to increase their effectiveness and impact. A
diversity of management practices has evolved which
respect the core principles but take account of the in-
stitutional context and administrative capacity in indi-
vidual Member States, which themselves tend to
change over time.
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coherence but needs streamlining
Multi-annual programming has been one of the main
successes of the Structural Funds method and the
benefits of this approach have become clearer over
time as Member State capacity to plan programmes
over a number of years has developed. The relative
consistency and coherence in programming since
1989 has facilitated longer-term and more strategic
planning.
From a financial perspective, multi-annual program-
ming gives rise to a greater degree of certainty and
stability as regards the availability of funding than an-
nualbudgeting.Thisisparticularlyrelevantinthecon-
text of major infrastructure investment which takes
years to complete.
Different aspects of the programming process have
developed over time:
• the inclusion into programming documents of
baselinedatatosupportthesocio-economic anal-
ysis and quantified objectives, so leading to
greater transparency in programme
implementation;
• the lengthening of the programming period, re-
flecting growing capacity for multi-annual pro-
gramming, but giving rise to the challenge of
ensuringthatproceduresareflexibleenoughtoal-
low programmes to be adapted in response to
change;
• less positively, concerns have grown over the
length of time and complexity involved in approv-
ing programming documents, which stem in part
from the introduction of the programme
complement.
Striking the right balance between the need for trans-
parency and accountability of programmes (which re-
quires more detailed information and monitoring
mechanisms), for flexibility within programmes, and
for the partnership with the Commission to be trans-
formed into a more strategic exercise rather than one
ofmicromanagement,remainsadifficultchallengefor
cohesion policy.
Partnership becomes stronger
and more inclusive
Partnership has widened and deepened over the 15
years of cohesion policy and has extended in some
cases beyond the Structural Funds into other areas of
national and regional administration. While in 1988
partnershipwasconceivedprimarilyastheverticalre-
lationship between the Commission and national, re-
gional or local authorities, the horizontal dimension of
partnership, including a wider range of stakeholders
at local, regional and national level, has grown stron-
ger over time. When it works effectively, partnership
adds value in many ways:
• in programme design, it helps to focus interven-
tionsontheneedsoftheregionorparticulartarget
groups;
• it stimulates ideas for projects, through partners
communicating opportunities in relation to Struc-
tural Fund requirements;
• it provides inputs to the monitoring process
through knowledge of the operation of the
programme on the ground, so helping to identify
solutions to problems of implementation;
• it means that a broader range of views is brought
to bear on the evaluation process;
• ithelps disseminate information on theFunds and
their impact in the area concerned more widely.
Partnership remains a core principle for manage-
ment, monitoring and evaluation of the Funds and
can add much value, particularly where the roles
and responsibilities of the participants are clearly
delineated. The Territorial Employment Pacts pro-
vide a good example of partnership working. These
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through:
• enhanced resource deployment at local and re-
gional level;
• the matching of supply and demand;
• reducing administrative overlap;
• encouraging policies to be more clearly defined.
Over time, mainstream Structural Fund programmes
havealsoentailedincreasedinvolvementofthesocial
partners in programming and management. The Eu-
ropean Economic and Social Committee in Septem-
ber 2003 adopted an exploratory opinion on
Partnership for implementing the Structural Funds,
which recommended that partnership be strength-
ened since it contributes to the success of
programmes by giving them greater legitimacy, by
making it easier to coordinate them and by increasing
theireffectivenessaswellastransparency.Thebene-
fits of partnership are particularly evident in ESF
programmes where many actors at the local level
have become directly involved in EU-funded
programmes.
While there is broad agreement that partnership adds
value to the effectiveness and impact of the Structural
Funds,italsointroduces newlayersofcomplexityinto
the process of designing and delivering policies,
which can slow down decision making. There is,
therefore,atrade-offbetweentheadditionalcomplex-
ityresultingfrompartnershipandtheimprovementsin
design and implementation which it can bring.
Concentration
Concentration is intended to ensure that the impact of
the Structural Funds is not dissipated through re-
sources being spread too thinly, whether geographi-
cally, financially or in terms of policy priorities, while at
the same time making sure that all regions with seri-
ous structural problem receive assistance.
Geographic targetinghas been guided bydefiningthe
eligibility of areas under the objectives for the Struc-
tural Funds. Some progress has been made in this re-
gard, the 2000–2006 programming period having a
higherlevelofconcentrationthanthetwopreviouspe-
riods, with 41% of the population of the EU being cov-
eredbyObjectives1and2.Nevertheless,theprocess
of identifyingObjective 2 regions in the present period
was overly complex and led in some cases to frag-
mentation of regions and dispersion of resources. For
theyears2004to2006,allregionsofthe10newMem-
ber States will be covered by Objective 1, except
Prague, Bratislava and Cyprus, in which, taken to-
gether, 31% of the population will be covered by Ob-
jective 2.
Concentration on policy priorities is reflected in the
Commissionguidelines,whichdefineprioritiesinrela-
tion to transport, energy, competitiveness, human re-
sources, rural development and, increasingly,
environmental considerations. The non-binding, and
sometimes too broad, nature of these guidelines has,
however, reduced their impact.
Indeed, while progress has been made, evaluations
indicate that the Structural Funds are sometimes
spread too widely and thinly. Programmes which in-
clude every possible eligible action are unlikely to
have an effective impact, while their management is
likelytobecomplexandunwieldy,involvingnumerous
implementing bodies and an overly extensive system
of indicators.
Additionality
Additionality — the principle that the Structural Funds
mustnotbeusedtoreplaceexistingpublicinvestment
—hasensuredthattheStructuralFundsgenuinelyin-
crease the finance injected to stimulate regional de-
velopment. This principle has demonstrably been
respected in Objective 1 regions, where, despite the
complexities involved, it is possible to identify the
amount of resources being invested. Establishing
additionality for Objective 2 and 3 programmes, espe-
cially the latter, has been more difficult, undermining
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The evolution of structural policy
and the search for effectiveness
Expertise in implementing Structural Fund
programmes has grown as experience has been
gained. Over time, requirements have been specified
more clearly in the regulations, with the respective
roles and responsibilities of the Commission, national
governmentsandregionalauthoritiesbeingdefinedin
more detail. Achieving the right balance between rig-
orous management with the administrative cost in-
volved, on the one hand, and the effectiveness of
programmes, on the other, is a key challenge for the
future.
Financial management and control
— the right balance?
Provisions relating to financial management and con-
trol have been strengthened considerably over time.
The Commission remains accountable to the budget-
ary authority and is subject to the external control of
the Court of Auditors for Structural Fund expenditure,
even in the context of greater decentralisation of re-
sponsibilities to Member States, which creates some
tension between the role of the latter and that of the
Commission.
Under theTreaty,theCommunityand Member States
have a shared responsibility for safeguarding EU fi-
nances and the Commission has powers to combat
fraud, corruption and illegal activities which prejudice
Community interests. The introduction of more de-
tailed control requirements midway through the
1994–1999periodresultedinamoreeffectiveandrig-
orous control regime in general in Member States,
though — as problems encountered at the closure of
programmes have shown — it has been difficult for
Member Statestogivesatisfactoryassurances onthe
regularity of expenditure declared for the whole of the
implementation period.
For the period 2000–2006, the Commission worked
with Member States to develop control requirements
further and to make clear the respective responsibili-
ties of the managing authorities, on the one hand, and
the paying authorities, on the other. The architecture
developed for ensuring adequate financial manage-
ment and control and the principles set out are widely
accepted, although there is scope for wider applica-
tion of proportionality in the requirements.
Furthermore, thelateadoptionoftheregulationbythe
Commission well after the start of the programming
period, together with the overlap with the closure of
theprecedingperiod,causedsignificantdifficultiesfor
the effective start-up of the measures required. The
combination of this with the introduction of new rules
on commitments and payments
15 helps to explain the
large accumulation of amounts still to be paid at the
end of 2002.
Overall spending on structural intervention increased
strongly in 2003, passing the 2000 level for the first
time, with total payments reaching EUR 28.6 billion.
This seems to reflect:
• for the 2000–2006 period, the combined effect of
the financial discipline imposed by the 'n+2' rule,
the simplification measures introduced and a real
start-up of programmes on the ground;
• for the 1994–1999 period, a significant reduction
in commitments waiting to be spent.
Spending in relation to commitment was highest for
the Cohesion Fund, 100% of which was spent and the
ERDF, 96.5% of which was spent.
While regional authorities recognise that checks and
controls are designed to improve management and
governance, the extent of the requirements is often
seen as a burden for which the gain does not warrant
the administrative costs involved. There is a percep-
tion of a lack of flexibility in the current programming
period, particularly in view of the `n+2´ rule (under
which budget appropriations have to be spent within
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there is unnecessary duplication of procedures with
national systems. A particular criticism is that the new
requirements were decided at a late stage, forcing re-
gions to modify systems which had already been
defined.Thisledtodelaysinprogrammeimplementa-
tion, with knock-on effects because of the `n+2´ rule,
creating pressure to spend at the expense of quality
and innovation. According to some Member States
and regions, the cost of implementing all the financial
control procedures required by the Commission is too
high compared to the benefits achieved. The issue of
cost is particularly acute for Objective 2 interventions.
Forthese,thereisevidencethatimplementationcosts
are a high proportion of total expenditure.
Project selection and implementation
Except for large projects (over EUR 50 million total
cost in the 2000–2006 period), project selection is the
responsibility of the Member State or region con-
cerned. According to evaluations carried out, project
selection procedures were generally found to be for-
malbutrobust,withbothcompetitiveandqueuingsys-
tems being used. In some cases, procedures were
found to be too complex, which may discourage pro-
spective project promoters. For Objective 1
programmes, a lack of transparency was observed in
some cases, while in Objective 2 regions, there was
evidenceofincreasingly widespread useofformalcri-
teria and growing professionalism and transparency.
InObjective6regions,however,projectselectionwas
at times confused and tended to involveonly a narrow
range of participants, while, because of the newness
of the system, insufficient attention was paid in many
cases to project development.
Despite the increase in the standard of management
ofpublicfunds,thereisstillroomforimprovement,es-
peciallyinrelationtotheselectionandimplementation
of large investment projects. According to the ex post
evaluation of Objective 1 programmes, only a third of
projectsreviewedwerecompletedwithintheoriginally
planned time scale and a third were over a year late,
whiletwo-thirdsofprojectsexaminedranoverbudget,
with 20% costing over 30% more than originally
planned. Among the causes identified for these over-
runs were inadequate planning, including not antici-
pating land ownership problems, inadequate cost es-
timates and administrative delays.
Developing a more strategic role
for monitoring systems
Thoughmonitoringisavitalcomponentofthesystem,
experiencesuggeststhatthefocusofmonitoringcom-
mittees is overwhelmingly on issues of financial man-
agement and, in particular, on trying to ensure
absorption of the Structural Fund resources, rather
than on strategic management. This focus influences
the decision-making process, contributing to a ten-
dency for resources to be spent where their absorp-
tion is tried and tested and militates against more
innovative approaches and directions being followed.
The development of a more strategic role for monitor-
ing committees is one of the challenges for improving
the functioning of cohesion policy. In this regard, it is
important that the partnership role of monitoring com-
mittees is recognised by managing authorities and
that they are not merely mechanisms for “rubber
stamping” decisions taken elsewhere.
The evaluations of Structural Fund programmes have
drawn attention to the poor quality of monitoring dur-
ingthe1994–1999period,evenifimprovementswere
evident, and emphasised the need for monitoring
committees to have access to meaningful informa-
tion on the progress of the implementation of
programmes.
Though monitoring has been strengthened for the
2000–2006 period, with emphasis on the use of indi-
cators and the setting of targets, problems persist. In
particular, indicators often lack a clear definition and
proliferate in some cases, especially where
programmeshavetoobroadafocus.Inaddition,mon-
itoring systems are in many cases not yet fully opera-
tional, three years after the start of the programming
period, and are complicated by the different require-
ments of the ERDF, ESF and EAGGF.
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EvaluationofStructuralFundprogrammesdeveloped
and improved during the 1990s, leading to greater
transparency and accountability in the management
of the Funds. Whereas in 1988, the emphasis was
mainly on auditing the operation of the Funds, the fo-
cus broadened over time to the results achieved from
the expenditure carried out. While all Member States
observe the requirement to undertake evaluation of
the use of the Funds, and in some cases have intro-
ducedthepracticeinotherpolicyareas,thewaythatit
is implemented still varies considerably across Mem-
berStates,reflectingdifferenttraditionsandcultures.
In the past, evaluations had little impact because they
werecompletedtoolatetoinfluencethekeydecisions
they were designed to inform. To address this prob-
lem, the current Structural Fund regulations specify
deadlinesforevaluationwhicharelinkedtotheperfor-
mance reserve. The Commission will prepare a com-
munication on the results of the mid-term evaluations
and the allocation of the performance reserve in the
course of 2004.
Evaluations are now required to be undertaken at an ex
ante stage by Member States, at mid-term by Member
States in cooperation with the Commission and ex post
by the Commission. The mid-term evaluation, with its
timeframefixedtoensurethattheresultscanbeused,is
perceivedbysometobetoorigid
16.Ithasalsobeensug-
gestedthatundertakingtheexpostevaluationtwoyears
aftertheendoftheprogrammingperiodcreatesdifficulty
in making effective use of the results.
Greater involvement of regions and Member States is
likely to improve the exercise and make it more useful
and relevant, implying that more consideration needs
to be given to designing programmes of evaluation
which are adapted to regional and national needs.
First results from the mid-term evaluations
All Structural Fund programmes for the 2000–2006
period were subject to a mid-term evaluation. This
was completed before the end of 2003. An initial anal-
ysis of the results suggests the following:
• the relevance of the strategic choices made in
2000 is largely confirmed, particularly the empha-
sis on the Lisbon priorities (innovation, informa-
tion society and networks), expenditure on which
amounted to around EUR 60 billion or 30% of the
Structural Funds. There is scope, however, for
even greater focus on these priorities, particularly
in relation to innovation and missing links in
networks;
• despite a slow start, the rate of financial absorp-
tion has increased and the `n+2´ rule seems to
have stimulated more rapid implementation of
programmes.Incertaincases,however,atoome-
chanicalapplicationofthisruleseemstohavehad
a detrimental effect on quality and innovation;
• systems for the selection and implementation of
projects are judged to be better than in the past,
but in certain cases heavy bureaucratic proce-
dures have introduced inefficiencies;
• administrative modernisation, in part stimulated
by the Structural Funds, needs to be accompa-
nied by ’intelligent‘ information systems to enable
managers and decision-makers to evaluate inter-
ventions on an ongoing basis and take corrective
action where necessary. Monitoring systems
based on an extensive range of indicators need to
be simplified and focused on a more strategic use
of information;
• theextenttowhichobjectiveshavebeenachieved
is relatively high for certain programmes, particu-
larly on transport infrastructure.
While it is too soon to identify the effect over the
2000–2006 period as a whole, in Spain, the impact of
investment made in 2000 to 2002 under the Commu-
nity Support Framework (Structural Funds plus na-
tionalpublicexpenditure)isestimatedat0.4%ofGDP
(and is forecast to be 2.4% in 2006).
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— rewarding achievement
The performance reserve combines several aspects
of good management practice, specifically financial
control, effectiveness of implementation, monitoring
and evaluation. The reserve is an innovation under
which, in the present programming period, 4% of
Structural Fund resources are held back for allocation
by31March2004atthelatestonthebasisofachieve-
ment of targets specified initially in the programming
documents. The targets relate to effectiveness (out-
puts and results achieved), financial issues and man-
agement. Although the operation of the reserve is still
to be tested in practice, it is a first step towards man-
agementbyobjectivesandintroducesforthefirsttime
a financial incentive for good management, an objec-
tive which Member States and regions have an obvi-
ous interest in achieving.
Whilesomeconcernshavebeenexpressedaboutthe
actual mechanism introduced, particularly its rigidity
and complexity, the reserve has focused attention on
important performance issues such as financial ab-
sorptionandthequalityofdatausedformonitoring.At
the same time, concern has also been raised that the
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The perception of EU structural policy in
the regions
Thecasestudiessurveyingtheviewsofregionaloffi-
cialsonEUpolicyreferredtoinPart3abovealsocol-
lected their opinions about the operation of the
StructuralFunds. There wasunanimityamongthose
surveyed about the positive impact of the Funds in
Objective1regions,particularlyoninfrastructureand
most especially in the Cohesion countries where
convergence of GDP per head to the EU average
was a major objective of national policy.
In other Objective 1 regions receiving smaller
amounts of funding, it was recognised (in Flevoland
and Highlandsand Islands, for example)that eligibil-
ity for Objective 1 support had led to greater priority
being accorded to them under national regional
policy.
In Objective 2 regions, the case studies confirm the
difficulty of finding data at an appropriate regional
level to throwlight on developmentsand the fact that
the financial sums involved were generally not suffi-
cient to reverse the deterioration in the situation in
the regions concerned.
Yet, Objective 2 areas are often those in which most
problems in the region in which they are located ac-
cumulate, whether they concern demographic
trends,thelevelofeducation,therestructuringoftra-
ditional industries, unemployment, the environment
andsoon.Businessinvestmenttendstoconcentrate
in other parts of the region or in neighbouring re-
gions, leaving the Structural Funds alone to provide
support.
In many cases, the focus was on the qualitative
rather than the quantitative effect of the Structural
Funds, especially in regions where Structural Fund
receipts were relatively small, whether in relation to
GDP, investment or the national budget. In these
cases, partnership along with programming and the
pursuit of an integrated strategy at regional level
were the most frequently mentioned benefits from
the introduction of the Community approach. This
was considered to have strengthened institutional
capacity and more especially the expertise needed
Some preliminary results in Spanish
Objective 1 regions for 2000–2002
• Improvedaccessibility:476kmsofroadsormotor-
ways and 173 kms of railway lines built or im-
proved; 810 kms of energy distribution networks
constructed; 250 kms of gas pipeline built;
• support for the productive environment: 4,600
SMEs supported with a leverage effect on invest-
ment estimated at some EUR 12.2 billion;
• development of the knowledge society: 1,503 re-
search centres and 48,199 researchers sup-
ported; installation of 26.864 ADSL lines;
• human resources: around 7 million people sup-
portedbytheESF,ofwhich57%receivedtraining.
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Diversity of management practices
Although Structural Fund procedures have been de-
scribed as“one-size-fits all”,thefindingsofevaluation
and other studies demonstrate the great diversity of
practices which exists as well as the growing capacity
ofauthoritiestomanagetheFunds.Bestpracticeprin-
ciples are enshrined in the regulations and they have
been clarified and improved with each programming
period. At the same time, every Member State has
gone through its own cycle of development to
increase its capacity to implement the Funds more
effectively over time.
Three main types of approach to managing the Struc-
tural Funds can be identified:
• a highly centralised approach which mainly in-
volves sectoral programmes;
• a mixture of centralised and decentralised
programmes;
• a decentralised approach which applies to more
regional programmes.
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for evaluation, particularly in relation to horizontal
themes, like equality of opportunity, sustainable devel-
opment or innovation.
Except in regions with a high degree of autonomy, the
application of Community policies does not seem, in
general, to be formally coordinated. At the same time,
the possibilityof coordinationis hinderedbythe lack of a
strong regional management structure. The almost
unanimous opinion, however, was that the present pro-
grammingperiodinvolvesmorecoordinationthaninpre-
vious periods because of the experience gained.
Nevertheless, the substantial increase in the costs of
management, evaluation and control in the 2000–2006
programming period was greatly criticised (one of the
studies mentioned an increase from 5% of total costs to
20%).Therewasalsowidediscontentoverthecomplex-
ityoftheproceduresformanagingcohesionpolicywhich
has increased in each new programming period. On the
other hand, cooperation with the social partners, busi-
nessesandotherorganisationswasgenerallyviewedas
asignificantadvancethatneedstobecontinuedfurther.
Committee of the Regions proposals for improving
the management of the Structural Funds
The Committee of the Regions was asked to prepare a
report on the wayin which the management of cohesion
policy could be simplified after 2006, based on a broad
survey of the authorities responsible for administering
the Structural Funds on the ground. The findings were
discussed at a conference in Leipzig in May 2003 and
presented to the European Commission in July 2003.
The Committee’s recommendations are as follows:
• greatercoherenceandclosercoordination,bothinter-
nally (between the different Funds, the different Com-
mission services and different government
departments) and externally (between Community,
national and regional programmes);
• better application of the principles of subsidiarity and
proportionality, with acceptance that regional and lo-
calauthoritiesaregenerallythemostappropriatebod-
ies for taking policy decisions and implementing them
efficiently;
• the continuation of a Community-based regional ap-
proach;
• themaintenanceofresources,sinceacohesionpolicy
with reduced funding is inconceivable;
• theincreasedcontributionof sectoralpoliciesto cohe-
sion;
• greater simplificationof procedures and a strengthen-
ing of co-responsibility;
• greaterrecognitionoftheimportanceofregionalcoop-
eration as a means for achieving integration.
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Composite  Default screenSystems have evolved over time, often progressing
from a centralised approach through a mixed one to a
more decentralised approach. The results of evalua-
tions indicate that either the centralised or the decen-
tralised approaches are more efficient, though the
latter tends to be more effective because it makes it
easier to respond to regional needs.
A centralised approach tends to be more efficient be-
causeoffasterdecision-makingandgreaterflexibility,
but, as well as being less responsive to regional
needs,ittendsalsotousemoretraditionalprocedures
which can militate against innovation. While most of
the Cohesion countries and the southern Italian re-
gions operated centralised systems in the first pro-
gramming period, more decentralisation is evident in
later periods, though less so in Portugal than else-
where, with Italy, Spain and Greece beginning to de-
centralise in the 1994–1999 period and Ireland in
2000 to 2006.
Elsewhere, Objective 1 regions in eastern Germany
and those spread across other countries have decen-
tralised systems, which though sometimes complex
can also work efficiently.
ManagementoftheStructuralFundsinObjective2re-
gions is in general decentralised. Even in countries
with a centralised tradition, such as France and UK,
therehasbeenincreasingdevolutionofdecisionmak-
ing powers and administrative autonomy to Objective
2 regions. More generally, Objective 2 programmes
have increasingly been integrated into regional policy
structures.
Enlargement and cohesion policy:
the challenges ahead
Structural Fund support will be of central importance
to the new Member States in strengthening their eco-
nomic competitiveness and catching up with the rest
oftheEUintermsofGDPperhead.Theexperienceto
date of the various pre-accession funds is reviewed
below and some lessons are drawn from the
negotiations on the National Development Plans and
programmes for the implementation of the Structural
Funds over the period 2004–2006.
Experience of the pre-accession funds
During the 2000–2006 period, the EU is providing
around EUR 3 billion a year in financial support to ac-
cession countries. This comes from three different
sources: ISPA (Instrument for Structural Policies for
Pre-accession aid), which funds transport and envi-
ronmental projects; SAPARD (Special Action for Pre-
Accession measures for Agriculture and Rural devel-
opment),whichisself-explanatoryandPHARE,which
finances the strengthening of administrative and insti-
tutional capacity in preparation for accession.
Pre-accession assistance was intended, in part, to be
a learning exercise for the countries concerned on
how to use the finance effectively before receiving
much larger funds after accession. They were, there-
fore, expected to develop institutional arrangements
which would best reflect local circumstances and
needs,whilealsomeetingEUstandardsformanaging
public funds.
PHARE
From 2000, PHARE was aimed at helping the acces-
sion countries to prepare for accession, the budget
being increased to EUR 1.6 billion a year with a focus
on three main priorities:
• institution building (30%),
• investment in the regulatory infrastructure re-
quired to ensure compliance with the acquis
communautaire (35%),
• supportforeconomicandsocialcohesion(35%).
After the 10 new Member States enter the EU in May
2004, they will continue to receive PHARE assistance
foratleastthreeyears,whileinBulgariaandRomania
the programme might continue beyond this.
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ISPA corresponds broadly to the Cohesion Fund and
supports investment in transport systems and envi-
ronmental infrastructure, both of which were ne-
glected for decades before the transition began and
neither of which meets the needs of a modern econ-
omy. As regards transport, priority is given to major
routes, defined in the Transport Infrastructure Needs
Assessment study (TINA), which link the accession
countriestocurrentMemberStates,whileaidforenvi-
ronmental improvement is focused on water supply
and the treatment of waste water and solid waste.
Support,amountingtoatotalofjustoverEUR1billion
ayear,isgivenonlytoprojectsofaboveEUR5million.
In 2000 and 2001, the first two years of implementa-
tion, great efforts were made to prepare eligible pro-
jects and the administrative structures necessary for
implementation. By the end of 2002, 249 projects with
ISPA commitments of EUR 3.2 billion had been ap-
proved by the Commission, divided fairly equally be-
tween transport and the environment, and within
transport between road and rail, with most projects
aimed at renovating and modernising existing
infrastructure.
Increasingly, the countries have selected projects in
line with national strategies on transport and the envi-
ronment in order to make best use of the limited re-
sources available.
ISPA has also contributed to building know-how and
administrative capacity, which has been supported by
technical assistance on training on procurement pro-
cedures, financial management, project preparation,
thepreparation oftechnical documentation,cost-ben-
efit analysis and the use of the Commission’s Ex-
tended Decentralised Implementation System
(EDIS).
SAPARD
SAPARD allocates EUR 500 million a year to help ac-
cession countries to implement the acquis
communautaire in respect of the CAP and to restructure
their agricultural sectors and rural areas. Support is
based on development plans drawn up by the countries
whichincludealimitednumberofmeasures,suchasim-
proving arrangements for ensuring quality,applying vet-
erinary and plant health controls or setting up producer
groupsandlandregisters.Thebalanceofsupportfordif-
ferent measures varies between countries, though a
large part goes to investment in processing and market-
ing (26% of the total) and in agricultural holdings and ru-
ral infrastructure (a further 20% or so).
Despite slow implementation
17, SAPARD has had a
positive effect in the accession countries by encour-
aging them to set up financial structures and control
systemssimilartothoseinexistingMemberStates,so
helping to build up administrative capacity.
Lessons from the National
Development Plans
The challenge of transition
Fortheaccessioncountries,thefirstprogrammingpe-
riod when they will be eligible for aid from the Struc-
turalFundsisarelativelyshortonefrom2004to2006.
It represents both an opportunity for defining a coher-
entregionaldevelopmentstrategyandachallengefor
integrating the principles of EU structural policy into
their national policy framework and establishing the
appropriate mechanisms for implementation.
For this first short programming period, it has been
agreed to concentrate structural intervention on a lim-
ited number of priority areas so as to achieve maxi-
mum impact and simplify implementation. In the four
largest new Member States (Poland, Hungary, the
Czech Republic and Slovakia), assistance will be im-
plemented through a Community Support Frame-
work,accompanied byOperationalProgrammes,and
in the other countries, through a Single Programming
Document.
The total support involved, including from the Cohe-
sionFund,amountstojustoverEUR7.3billionayear,
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Composite  Default screenat 1999 prices. This increases with national govern-
ment co-financing, which itself represents a signifi-
cant increase over existing levels, posing new
challenges for public budgets, already depressed in a
number of countries over recent years by relatively
slow growth (Table A4.11).
Emerging strategies
The overriding objective in all accession countries is
to achieve and sustain high rates of economic growth
in order to increase living standards and levels of em-
ployment. The national development plans differ sig-
nificantly in terms of the allocation of support to areas
of intervention, reflecting variations in social and eco-
nomic circumstances and perceived priorities. The
share of funding going to investment in infrastructure,
therefore, varies from 19% in Slovenia to 78% in Cy-
prus, that going on education, training and other
programmes, from 14% in Malta to 28% in Slovenia
and on productive investment, from 14% in the Czech
Republic to 54% in Slovenia, much of it going to
SMEs.
The programming documents prepared by the coun-
tries identify and address some of the main develop-
ment needs, which is important given that the
Structural Funds and national co-financing between
them are likely to amount to around 25% of all public
expenditure on structural investment. The overall ap-
proach to growth set out in the documents is in line
with the Lisbon strategy. In Poland, Hungary and the
Czech Republic, Operational Programmes for re-
gional development have been designed, with central
and regional authorities sharing responsibility for im-
plementation, and a significant proportion of the over-
all budget has been allocated to these.
Nevertheless, the programmes for most countries
identify a large number of different areas for interven-
tion and too often lack a clear focus and strategic vi-
sion. The experience of current Member States
indicates that, unless rectified, this will complicate the
implementation of programmes and reduce their im-
pact and sustainability.
The analytical methods and information sources used
need, themselves, to be developed further to ensure
higher quality programmes after 2006. For many
programmes,thereisonlylimitedanalysisoftheinter-
actionbetweentheStructuralFundsandnationalpoli-
cies, while horizontal themes, such as the
environment and equal opportunities, are not suffi-
ciently integrated.
The formulation of programmes was supported in all
the countries by ex ante evaluations of their effect,
mostly carried out by teams of external experts. Ac-
cording to these, the Community Support Frame-
worksareestimatedtoincreaseGDPbyaround4%in
Hungary and just over 3% in Poland, once multiplier
effects are taken into account (ie GDP will end up
higher by this amount than it otherwise would have
been), while investment in Hungary is estimated to be
raisedby8%ofGDPandunemploymentinPolandre-
duced by almost 2% of the labour force in 2007.
The challenge of implementation
The Structural Funds require careful preparation in
termsofthesettingupofthenecessaryadministrative
structure and arrangements for managing the finance
received. These preparations were begun some time
ago during the negotiations on the accession
Treaties.
Duringthepreparatorystage,theaccession countries
have made visible progress in establishing more effi-
cient cooperation between different parts of their ad-
ministrative authorities, leading to more coordinated
and effective programmes. Extensive efforts have
beenmadetotrainstaff,especiallyintherelevantmin-
istries and implementing agencies, while improve-
ments have been made in many regional and local
authorities. The implementation of the Structural
Funds, however, will affect many different parts of the
administration in the accession countries, from strate-
gic planning units in central governments to local au-
thorities responsible for the selection of individual
projects. The issue of administrative capacity is likely
to remain a major concern throughout the 2004–2006
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will partly come from experience, will be a necessary
condition for further decentralisation of the implemen-
tation of programmes after 2006.
As a general conclusion, the programme documents
and the activities planned reflect the transitional na-
ture of the 2004–2006 period, preparing the ground
for the strategies to be followed and the structures for
implementing them in the next programming period.
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The challenge ahead in the accession countries
While it is tempting to regard the accession countries as
asingleentitywithuniformcharacteristicsandproblems,
thisisfarfrombeingthereality.Althoughstructuralprob-
lems are both acute and wide-ranging almost every-
where, with much of the basic infrastructure, in
particular, being worn out, obsolete or non-existent, the
nature and scale of these problems differ substantially
betweencountriesandregions.Thisisreflectedinvaria-
tions in GDP per head, whichare widerthan in the exist-
ing EU15 both betweencountries and the regions within
these. More relevantly, disparities of all kinds tend to be
much wider than across existing Objective 1 regions.
This has important implications for the design of struc-
tural policy. For each region, the aim has to be to try to
identify the major deficiencies which limit competitive-
nessanddeterinwardinvestment,togiveprioritytotack-
ling these first so as to achieve a high rate of growth as
soon as possible.
Regionaldisparities,moreover,are tendingto widenfur-
therratherthannarrow,withdevelopmentbeingconcen-
trated in and around major cities, especiallythe capitals,
whicharethefocalpointsforthegrowthofnewactivities,
particularlyinservices.Thistendencyisbeingreinforced
bythe parallelconcentrationof foreign direct investment
in the samelocations,attracted bythe services, facilities
and labour skills which are available there.
Communication links, however, are largely inade-
quateinallofthecountries.Inconsequence,thescaleof
commuting,eventocapitalcities,issubstantiallysmaller
thaninexistingMemberStates(underathirdofthesize).
Improvementincommunicationshastobeamajorprior-
ity,notonlytomakedevelopmentpossiblebutalsotofa-
cilitate the expansion of trade between regions and
countries. At present, trade among the new Member
States remains depressed, despite them being natural
trading partners, and needs to expand greatly to under-
pin their joint growth. Although they will gain from the
planned extension of the trans-European transport net-
work, the new routes planned are designed largely to
connect them with existing Member States rather than
with each other.
Achieving a more dispersed pattern of growth is con-
strained by the relatively low density of population in
manyregionsandtheabsenceofcitiesofanysizewhich
mightattractinvestmentandactascentresforeconomic
development. Only in Poland are there several large cit-
ies (of over 250 thousand people) which might serve as
growth poles in addition to the capital. In 8 of the 41
NUTS 2 regions in the newMember States (5 in Poland,
two in Slovakia and one in the Czech Republic), there
are no cities with more than 100 thousand people and
most of the population live in towns or villages with less
than 20,000 inhabitants. This pattern of settlements,
combined with the prevailing structure of economic ac-
tivity, is liable to constrain development unless there are
good transport links between towns to enable people to
travel easily from one to another either to commute to
work or to access services and facilities, which might be
shared among a number of small towns.
While improving transport networks is essential for sus-
tained development, it needs to be achieved without ex-
cessive damage to the environment, particularly since
decades of neglect of the damage caused by industrial
activity has already left a legacy of degraded areas.
Given the lack of motorwaysand the poor state of roads
generally, any transport improvement policy has to in-
clude a relatively large-scale programme for the con-
structionofnewroadsandthewideningofexistingones.
Nevertheless, environmental — and congestion — con-
siderations mean that there is a parallel need to
strengthen the rail network in order to limit the shift from
rail to road. This means improving the state of track,
electrification and increasing double-track lines as well
as ensuring inter-operability between countries (by fully
standardising track gauges and electricity supply sys-
tems).It also means taking explicit account of variations
in local circumstances so as to design a coordinated
transport policy — something which is lacking in a num-
ber of existing Member States — which achieves devel-
opment objectives in the region concerned while
minimising environmental damage.
Transport improvements, however, are not enough on
their own. They have to be part of a coherent develop-
ment policy which gives due weight to reforming educa-
tion and training systems so that they are attuned to
labourmarketneeds,which,liketransportrequirements,
tend to differ from region to region reflecting the pattern
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of economic activity. Although education levels are os-
tensibly high, in the sense that more people of working
age than in the EU15 have qualifications beyond basic
schooling, education and training programmes do not
equipyoungpeopleforemploymentintheneweconomy
whichisemerging.Moreover,relativelyfewpeoplegoon
to complete tertiary education, while once in employ-
ment, the opportunities for continuing training — for life-
long learning — are limited.
Support for productive investment is equally impor-
tant, especially given the large-scale changes in the
structure of activity which have to take place and which
again vary across the countries reflecting the prevailing
pattern. (Agriculture accounts for 19% of employment in
Lithuania and Poland,, 5% in the Czech Republic; 17%
of employment is in business and financial services in
Prague and Bratislava, 3% in parts of Poland.). Support
for business investment, however,is difficult to organise
effectively in a context where most firms in expanding
servicesectorsarestillverysmall(under10people)and
where business services are largely lacking. This is par-
ticularly the case in regions where the service sector is
most under-developed and where the need for restruc-
turing is most acute.
Help in strengthening innovative capacity needs to be
animportantaspectof the supportprovidedto business,
along with the establishment of advisory services and fi-
nancialassistanceforbusinessdevelopment.Again,the
needforthisdiffersbetweenregions,reflectingthevaria-
tion in the scale of expenditure on R&D, the presence of
research centres and the extent of linkages between
these and local business. (R&D expenditure, for exam-
ple,variesfrom1½%ofGDPinSlovenia,andalmost4%
in Stredni Cechy, the region surrounding Prague, to un-
der ½% of GDP in Latvia, Bulgaria and Romania and
only around 0.2% or less in a number of regions in Po-
land, Hungary and Bulgaria.)
Identifying structural needs, however, is only the first
stage in the formulation of regional development strate-
gies. All of these needs cannot be tackled simulta-
neously. It is equally important to identify a list of priority
areas for action, to determine the order that investment
projects are undertaken in the light of the long-term eco-
nomic development path which it is intended to follow in
the region concerned and with due regard to the
interactionsbetweenthem, in orderto maximisetheir ef-
fect on growth.
A central dilemma for policy-makers,whichapplies to all
of the countries but especiallythe larger ones, is howfar
structural assistance should be concentrated on the
main growth centres where returns from investment are
likely to be most immediate and how far it should be dis-
persed across regions according to need. While
strengthening the regions which are already the most
competitivemightgivethebestchanceofachievinghigh
growthin the short-term, allocating support according to
need may be more likely to improve internal cohesion
and secure balanced development in the long run. The
choice is complicated, on the one hand, by the fact that
for the weaker regions to gain significantly from the first
typeofstrategyoverthelongerterm,theyarelikelytore-
quireminimumlevelsofinfrastructureandotherformsof
capital, implying that their needs cannot be neglected
even in the short-term. On the other hand, it has to take
account of the administrative constraints which exist on
injecting large amounts of assistance into the least de-
veloped regions.
The latter point cannot be ignored. Regional develop-
ment policy, it has to be recognised, is being imple-
mented in a context in which the extent of
administrative capacity to design and manage it is
questionable,experienceandexpertiseintacklingstruc-
tural problems are inadequate and the means of coordi-
nation between the different authorities concerned are
lacking. This inevitably constrains the programmes
whichcanbeimplemented.Itmeansthattheprovisionof
funding for structural investment has to be combined
withongoingsupportfor improvingadministrationon the
ground, for training personnel and for developing effec-
tive means for managing, coordinating, monitoring and
evaluating programmes, especially at regional level.
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of cohesion policy
TheCommissionlaunchedadebateonthefutureof
the cohesion policy as early as the start of 2001.
TheCollegeofCommissionerswasalsoinvolvedin
this debate. The President of the Commission and
some of the Commissioners were present in vari-
ous conferences. The College has been kept
abreast of all the issues raised during the debate
through the series of reports that it has adopted
over this period.
On 31 January 2001, the Commission adopted the
Second Report on economic and social cohesion
[COM(2001) 24 final]. The report analysed for the first
time the challenges posed by enlargement and
opened a discussion on the outlines of cohesion pol-
icy after 2006.
On 21 and 22 May 2001, the Commission held the
second European forum on cohesion with a large
number of participants (almost 2 000 registered and
1 700 others present) and political participation at a
very high level.
At the ‘General Affairs’ Council on 11 June 2001, the
Commission took note of the concern expressed by
current and future Member States, in particular the
memorandum presented by the delegation of Spain
dealing with the effects of enlargement on economic
and social cohesion. The Commission also declared
that it would continue its work and regularly report to
the Council. It would prepare the Third Report on Co-
hesion with a view to making appropriate proposals
for cohesion policy after 2006.
SeveralMember Statesandrepresentatives ofthere-
gions, towns and cities and the social partners were
quick to give opinions on the issues in the debate. In
line with the commitment given in June 2001, the
Commission adopted two progress reports on eco-
nomic and social cohesion, on 30 January 2002
[COM(2002) 46 final] and 30 January 2003
[COM(2003) 34 final]. These documents updated the
data in the Second Report on Cohesion (January
2001), especially those relating to economic and so-
cial disparities between regions.
The Commission held a number of discussion meet-
ings in which a great many of those responsible for
policy in this area from Member States, regions and
towns and cities were involved:
• on 26 and 27 May 2002, a seminar on the Union’s
priorities for the regions, with about 600
participants;
• on8and9July2002,aseminaronurbanareas;
• on 30 September 2002, a seminar on priorities for
employment and social cohesion;
• on 9 October 2002, a meeting of the ministers re-
sponsible for regional policy which reached broad
agreement on simplifying the implementation of
the Structural Funds for the 2000–2006 period.
• on 17 and 18 October 2002, a seminar on moun-
tain areas;
• on 3 and 4 March 2003, a seminar on future man-
agement of the Structural Funds;
• on 8 July 2003, a conference on “Cohesion and
Constitution: the role and responsibilities for the
regions”, attended byover 180 chief executives of
regions and local/regional elected representa-
tives from Member States and accession
countries.
• on 13 November 2003, a conference on the future
of rural development policy in Salzburg
Morerecently,theCommission’sDirectorate-General
for Regional Policy has placed on its Internet site all
the contributions received from Community Institu-
tions, Member States, new Member States, regions,
towns and cities, regional organisations, the social
partners and research institutes:
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Over a hundred contributions are readily accessible
there, taken largely from debates, seminars,
inter-ministerial sub-committees and various studies.
Together they represent an unprecedented collective
effort to debate an area of Union policy.
Commission representatives have taken part in hun-
dreds of meetings, conferences and seminars held
throughout the Union on this subject. The Commis-
sion has also received hundreds ofdelegations todis-
cuss the issues involved.
Three informal meetings of Ministers responsible for
regional policy were organised by the Belgian Presi-
dency(Namur,13and14July,2001),theGreekPres-
idency (Halkidiki, 16 May, 2003) and the Italian
Presidency(Rome,20October,2003).Anotherminis-
terial meeting will take place on the initiative of the
Irish Presidency on the 27 and 28, February, 2004.
A rich debate has also taken place in the European
Parliament, ending with the adoption of several reso-
lutions on cohesion policy, including:
• on 7 November 2002, a resolution on the
Schroedter report (Green Party, Germany)
• on 3 September 2003, resolutions on the
Mastorakis report (European Socialist Party,
Greece) and Pomés Ruiz report (European Peo-
ple’s Party, Spain).
The Committee of the Regions adopted a declaration,
in Leipzig on 5 and 6 May 2003, calling on the Euro-
pean institutions to strengthen EU’ policy on regional
development. The Committee also adopted two im-
portant opinions on this issue on 2 July 2003:
• the Schneider report on the Second Progress Re-
port on Economic and Social Cohesion;
• the joint outlook report of Mr Fitto (European Peo-
ple’s Party,Italy)and Mr Van Cauwenberghe (Eu-
ropean Socialist Party, Belgium) on the
governance and simplification of the Structural
Funds after 2006.
The European Economic and Social Committee has
alsocontributedtothedebateofthefutureofcohesion
policy by adopting opinions on the two Progress Re-
ports and two exploratory opinions on 25 September,
2003 on:
• the Barros-Vale report on “Partnership for the im-
plementation of the Structural Funds”;
• the Dassis report on “The contribution of other
Community policies to economic and social
cohesion”.
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1 Excluding Denmark and Luxembourg as well as the UK for which satisfactory information is still awaited.
2 The main means by which the EIB assists regional development is through individual loans for large projects or programmes, and
through global loans to financial intermediaries for smaller schemes. The European Investment Fund (EIF) for the development of
SMEs invests in venture capital funds and provides portfolio guarantees through credit enhancement, credit insurance or structured
transactions. EIB lending activities tend to complement grants from the Structural Funds, with a view to maximising the impact of
budgetary and capital market resources.
3 These studies have put forward numerous explanations for convergence and have come up with a range of estimates of the effect of
cohesion policies, in part depending on the time period, countries or regions examined or on the available data and technical
specifications of the model used. Most of them follow the ‘common’ approach of measuring regional convergence in relation to the
national or EU average.
4 Carried out using the Hermin macroeconomic model, which wasconstructed at the beginning of the 1990s and which has since been
used largely to estimate the effect of Community support policy.
5 Definedhereasinterventions undertheCommunitySupportFrameworks(CSF)whichcoordinateEUregionalactivities involving the
Structural Funds and public co-financing expenditure.
6 While the estimate of gross jobs created is relatively firmlybased, the estimate of net jobs is inevitably uncertain given the difficulty of
taking account of displacement and substitution effects. There is also some difficulty in isolating the effects of Community
programmes from those of national policy measures implemented at the same time.
7 Because of data problems, it is difficult to obtain reliable figures for the programming period 1994 to 1999.
0
5
25
75
95
100
0
5
25
75
95
100
0
5
25
75
95
100
0
5
25
75
95
100
co_en_2003_re_final.ps
C:\co_en_2003\co_en_2003_re_final.vp
Tuesday, March 02, 2004 12:09:56 PM
Color profile: Generic CMYK printer profile
Composite  Default screenTHIRD REPORT ON ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL COHESION
Part 4 — Impact and added value of structural policies
178
Sources
Ex post evaluation of Objective 1 1994–1999, 2003
Ex post evaluation of 1994-99 Objective 2 programmes, June 2003
Ex post evaluation URBAN Community Initiative (1994-1999), August 2003
Ex post evaluation of the INTERREG II Community Initiative (1994-99), 2003
Efficiency of Structural Funds Implementation Methods, 2003
An examination of the ex-post macroeconomic impacts of CSF 1994-99 on Objective 1 countries and regions: Greece, Ireland, Portugal,
Spain, East Germany and Northern Ireland, December 2002
Assessing the Regional Economic Effects of Structural Funds Investments, September 2003
The Socio Economic Impact of Cohesion Fund Interventions, 1987 (3 volumes)
The economic impact of objective 1 interventions for the period 2000–2006, May 2002
Thematic Evaluation of Information Society, October 2002
The Thematic Evaluation on the Contribution of the Structural Funds to Sustainable Development, December 2002
Thematic Evaluation of the Territorial Employment Pacts, October 2002
Human capital in a global and knowledge based economy, Angel de La Fuente and Antonio Ciccone, May 2002
Astudyontheimpact ofMemberStatepolicies onsocial andeconomic cohesion atregional level, LondonSchool ofEconomics, December
2003
A study on regional factors of competitiveness, Cambridge Econometrics, November 2003
Impact of Community policies on social and economic cohesion, LABOR, October 2003
A study on the needs of regions in current Member States and the candidate countries in areas that are eligible for Structural Funds,
Alphametrics, November 2003
RelocationandEuropeanIntegration.IsStructuralSpendingjustified?K.Midelfart-Knarvik,H.Overman,EconomicPolicy,October2002
Regional Policy in the European Union, R. Leonardi, 2003.
8 Inthe2000–2006period,theMEDOC(“Méditerranéeoccidentale”) programmewasinitiated underINTERREGIIIBcovering regions
inPortugal,Spain,France,ItalyandGreece(from2003),aswellasGibraltar,withanoverallcontributionfromtheERDFofsomeEUR
119 million. The general aim is to encourage cooperation between these regions in four broad areas (economic development,
territorial planning, transport and ICT, and environmental protection), to strengthen relations with other Mediterranean countries and
to include them in the projects undertaken.
9 SurveyscarriedoutinasampleofprogrammeareasacrosstheEUfoundthat68%ofrespondentsfeltthattheurbanenvironmenthad
improvedorgreatlyimprovedoverthepast10yearsand49%consideredURBANtargetareashadbecomemoredesirableasplaces
to live.
10 AroundEUR16billion areexplicitly devoted tourbanpolicyin the2000-2006period (around14%oftheStructural Funds).Morethan
EUR15billion ofthisisprovidedunderthemainstreamprogrammesofObjectives 1and2,aimedmainlyatregeneratingcitycentres.
Inadditiontothesespecificmeasures,almostallprogrammesareimplementedtoalargeextentwithincitieswithoutbeinglabelledas
“urban” measures. These cover all aspects of city development, including investment in infrastructure, support for SME and social
inclusion activities.
11 6 Regional technology plans were launched in 1993-1994, 33 regional innovation strategies (RIS) in 1996, followed by 25 RIS+
(implementation of RIS) in 1999. These were based on a methodology proposed by the Commission. 30 of these projects are
described and analysed in "Regional Innovation Strategies under the ERDF Innovative Actions 2000-2002", European Commission,
DG for Regional Policy, 2002.
12 6 RISI regions were launched in 1994, followed by 22 RISI pilot actions in 1996, and a dozen RISI+ in 1999.
13 Communication “on the simplification, clarification, coordination and flexible management of the structural policies 2000-2006”,
C(2003) 1255.
14 “Managing structural funds in the future: which division of responsibility?”, Brussels, 3-4 March 2003.
15 In the 2000-2006 period, after an advance of 7%, payments are made only after expenditure has actually been incurred, while in the
previous period, Member States could receive advance payments up to a certain limit providing that they could certtify that previous
advances had in part been spent.
16 Debate at the 5th Conference on Evaluation of the Structural Funds, Budapest, 26/27 June 2003.
17 The number of projects for which contracts withbeneficiaries had been issued rose from 2,100 at the end of 2002 to over 4,300 at the
endofApril2003.TheEUbudgetcommittedtotheseprojectscorrespondstoover80%oftheamountmadeavailabletothecountries
for the first year. At the end of 2002 only 40% of this amount was committed to final recipients. The total amount of payments
amounted to over EUR 201 million by the end of May 2003.
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0 A4.1 Structural Fund allocation by objective and country, 2000-2006
BE DK DE EL ES FR IE IT LU NL AT PT FI SE UK EU15
Allocation 2000-2006 (EUR million at 1999 prices)
Objective 1 0 0 19229 20961 37744 3254 1315 21935 0 0 261 16124 913 722 5085 127544
Phasing-out 625 0 729 0 352 551 1773 187 0 123 0 2905 0 0 1167 8411
Objective 2 368 156 2984 0 2553 5439 0 2145 34 676 578 0 459 354 3989 19735
Phasing-out 65 27 525 0 98 612 0 377 6 119 102 0 30 52 706 2718
Objective 3 737 365 4581 0 2140 4540 0 3744 38 1686 528 0 403 720 4568 24050
Other* 245 274 1748 858 2250 1273 159 1247 15 620 379 733 316 375 1061 11552
Total Structural Funds 2038 822 29797 21820 45137 15669 3247 29636 92 3223 1848 19762 2120 2223 16576 194010
Cohesion Fund 3060 11160 556 3060 17836
Total 2038 822 29797 24880 56297 15669 3803 29636 92 3223 1848 22822 2120 2223 16576 212010
Total (% of GDP in 2000 at 1999 prices) 0.1 0.1 0.2 2.9 1.4 0.2 0.6 0.4 0.1 0.1 0.1 2.9 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.0
Population covered (% of total)
Objective 1 0.0 0.0 17.3 100.0 58.5 2.7 26.6 33.6 0.0 0.0 3.4 66.6 21.0 10.6 8.6 22.3
Phasing-out 12.6 0.0 1.6 0.0 1.3 1.9 73.4 0.6 0.0 1.8 0.0 33.4 0.0 0.0 3.5 3.4
Objective 2 12.5 10.2 12.6 0.0 22.2 31.3 0.0 12.9 28.3 15.0 24.8 0.0 30.9 13.0 23.4 18.1
Objective 3 87.4 100.0 81.1 0.0 40.2 95.4 0.0 65.8 100.0 98.2 96.6 0.0 79.0 89.4 87.9 74.3
Allocation per year per inhabitant (EUR)
Objective 1 : : 194.1 285.8 232.2 282.7 194.7 162.3 : : 135.3 348.2 121.1 104.1 143.0 217.4
Phasing-out 69.5 : 80.2 : 95.3 70.7 95.2 80.7 : 63.2 : 125.3 : : 81.9 93.6
Objective 2 41.4 41.4 41.4 : 41.4 41.4 : 41.4 41.4 41.4 41.4 : 41.4 41.4 41.4 41.4
Objective 3 11.9 9.9 9.8 : 19.2 11.3 : 14.2 13.0 15.8 9.7 : 14.2 12.3 12.6 12.3
* Community initiatives, non-Obj. 1 FIFG (Financial Instrument for Fisheries Guidance), Peace
Source: DG REGIO
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A4.2 Leverage effect of Structural Funds on public and private expenditure under Objective 1, 1994-1999
and 2000-2006
EUR
1994-1999* 2000-2006
National public funds
per euro of SF
Private funds
per euro of SF
National public funds
per euro of SF
Private funds
per euro of SF
BE 0.77 1.18 1.02 1.43
DE 0.37 1.53 0.58 0.02
EL 0.52 0.28 0.50 0.48
ES 0.51 : 0.52 0.04
FR 0.54 0.23 0.88 0.33
IE 0.43 0.34 0.76 0.25
IT 1.40 : 0.89 0.45
NL 2.49 1.42 2.15 0.55
AT 1.59 3.79 0.33 1.76
PT 0.42 0.30 0.60 0.46
UK 0.53 0.24 0.85 0.43
Total EU11 0.62 0.36 0.63 0.29
* based on actual expenditure 1994-2000
ES, IT: for 1994-1999, national public funds include private funds
EU11: excluding FI, SE
Source: DG REGIO
A4.3 EIB lending, 1989-2002
EUR billion
1989-93 1994-99 2000-02
Total lending in EU15 70.9 128.9 95.3
Regional development, of which 47.2 86.7 59.3
Individual loans 37.8 66.6 40.7
Global loans 9.4 20.1 18.6
Annual average, of which 9.4 14.4 19.8
Objective 1 5.0 6.8 10.5
Objective 2 3.4 5.5 6.6
Mixed and other 1.0 2.1 2.7
Total lending in accession countries, of which 1.7 9.3 9.2
Individual loans 1.3 8.4 7.8
Global loans 0.4 0.9 1.4
Annual average 0.3 1.6 3.1
Source: EIB and European Commission
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2 A4.4 Objective 1: indicative breakdown of Structural Funds by category of expenditure, 2000-2006
BE DK DE EL ES FR IE IT LU NL AT PT FI SE UK Total
EU
Total by
category
EUR million %
Productive environment 368 0 8041 4587 10693 1298 910 9838 0 57 190 6368 596 457 2500 45903 33.8
Agriculture 30 0 869 985 1543 244 122 1609 0 1 17 1165 83 72 135 6874 5.1
Forestry 3 0 98 127 884 55 32 249 0 0 5 391 23 6 33 1905 1.4
Rural development 8 0 2343 1099 2328 380 42 1552 0 11 14 773 80 53 205 8892 6.5
Fisheries 2 0 0 293 0 68 99 185 0 6 1 210 6 11 102 984 0.7
Assistance to large businesses 38 0 602 133 1084 80 0 235 0 3 23 123 75 0 157 2553 1.9
Assistance to SMEs & craft 152 0 2370 953 2368 231 306 2103 0 22 76 2638 201 179 1248 12849 9.5
Tourism 40 0 235 585 546 152 56 1404 0 8 36 389 8 42 206 3706 2.7
RTD 96 0 1524 410 1940 87 252 2501 0 6 19 678 119 94 412 8138 6.0
Human resources 190 0 5902 3975 8858 1237 844 4005 0 31 48 3868 259 149 2014 31378 23.1
Labour market policy 4 0 1994 766 4162 99 50 1140 0 17 29 397 67 13 493 9231 6.8
Social inclusion 27 0 1218 729 531 206 210 208 0 11 3 673 19 18 384 4237 3.1
Positive labour market action for women 0 0 546 345 240 25 10 384 0 1 2 51 19 19 96 1737 1.3
Education & vocational training 61 0 935 1411 1248 787 409 1552 0 1 1 2473 65 21 510 9473 7.0
Entrepreneurship 99 0 1209 724 2678 120 165 722 0 3 12 273 89 77 530 6701 4.9
Infrastructure 62 0 5664 11841 18363 1216 1319 7470 0 30 16 8433 44 102 1608 56169 41.3
Transport 9 0 3102 6497 9128 439 954 3134 0 3 0 3211 11 33 465 26986 19.8
Telecommunication & information society 6 0 177 1496 802 94 104 1103 0 7 8 496 11 56 363 4723 3.5
Environment 43 0 2373 2190 6405 451 218 2721 0 18 4 2429 7 6 569 17433 12.8
Energy 5 0 11 411 287 43 44 269 0 1 4 469 7 3 109 1663 1.2
Social & health 0 0 0 1247 1740 189 0 243 0 3 0 1827 8 4 102 5363 3.9
Other 5 0 353 559 182 54 15 809 0 3 7 360 14 14 130 2504 1.8
TOTAL 625 0 19959 20961 38096 3805 3088 22122 0 123 261 19029 913 722 6252 135955 100.0
Share of total Obj. 1 allocation (%) 0.5 0.0 14.7 15.4 28.0 2.8 2.3 16.3 0 0.1 0.7 0.2 0.5 4.6 14.0 100.0
Source: DG REGIO
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A4.5 Structural Fund expenditure on transport
under Objective 1, 2000-2006
% of total
Roads 33.1
Rail 29.4
Motorways 16.5
Urban transport 6.1
Ports 6.1
Multimodal transport 3.9
Airports 2.4
Other 2.0
Waterways 0.4
Intelligent Transport Systems 0.3
Total 100.0
Source: DG REGIO
A4.6 Ex post macroeconomic effects of structural policy 1994-1999: HERMIN
simulation results
% difference from baseline without policy in 1999
Greece Spain Ireland Portugal E.
Germany
N. Ireland
GDP 2.2 1.4 2.8 4.7 3.9 1.3
Manufacturing output 3.4 3.7 4.7 10.6 3.2 0.6
Market services output 2.4 1.2 2.4 4.8 4.4 2.2
Fixed investment* 18.1 9.1 1.,1 24.8 7.8 1.2
Labour productivity* 2.3 2.1 2.2 6.6 1.2 0.5
Employment* 1.0 1.5 4.7 3.7 2.0 0.1
* only manufacturing sector
Source: DG REGIO
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A4.7 Effect of structural policy on physical infrastructure and human capital, 1994-2010: HERMIN simulation
results
% difference from baseline without policy in 2010
Years Greece Spain Ireland Portugal East Germany Nothern Ireland
Physical Human Physical Human Physical Human Physical Human Physical Human Physical Human
1993 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1994 1.1 1.0 1.2 0.7 1.1 1.5 3.5 3.8 0.9 0.4 0.1 0.3
1995 2.7 1.9 2.3 1.4 2.3 2.9 6.3 7.2 1.6 0.8 0.2 0.5
1996 3.9 2.7 3.3 2.0 3.3 4.1 8.8 11.0 2.3 1.2 0.4 0.8
1997 4.9 3.5 4.3 2.6 4.3 5.5 11.0 14.2 2.9 1.5 0.5 1.0
1998 6.0 4.1 5.4 3.4 5.1 6.6 13.2 17.4 3.5 1.8 0.6 1.2
1999 7.0 4.8 6.5 4.0 5.8 7.6 15.3 20.5 4.0 2.1 0.7 1.4
2010 4.8 2.8 4.6 2.1 2.5 4.1 8.7 11.5 2.0 1.2 0.6 0.8
Source: DG REGIO
A4.8 Trade effects of Objective 1 intervention,
2000-2006
Leakage to EU
countries*
(% of Obj. 1
intervention)
Leakage to non-EU
countries*
(% of Obj. 1
intervention)
Greece 42.6 3.8
Spain 14.7 13.2
Ireland 26.7 11.1
Portugal 35.2 6.7
New Länder 18.9 9.4
Mezzogiorno 17.4 8.6
Total 24.3 9.1
* Imports as % of expenditure under the Structural Funds
Source: Eurostat, Input-output tables
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A4.9 Non-Objective 1: indicative breakdown of Structural Funds by category of expenditure, 2000-2006
BE DK DE EL ES FR IE IT LU NL AT PT FI SE UK Total
EU
Total by
category
EUR million %
Productive environment 451 153 2806 294 2177 3361 70 1605 21 573 770 309 442 414 3469 16913 29.1
Agriculture 2 902 8 4 53 04 2 31 8 0 0 3 2 61 1 1 2 0 2 4 6 0 . 4
Forestry 28 0 3 3 17 13 1 5 0 0 1 9 3 1 0 83 0.1
Rural development 14 25 317 144 560 443 51 247 2 187 84 182 71 63 211 2601 4.5
Fisheries 30 08 01 8 2 3 0 1 05 1 2 54 6 0 . 1
Assistance to large businesses 41 11 158 3 58 196 0 9 3 7 147 3 10 2 13 662 1.1
Assistance to SMEs & craft 159 39 1489 50 621 1324 7 867 3 265 265 60 202 222 2884 8456 14.6
Tourism 103 43 344 30 58 785 1 328 3 92 137 9 40 56 139 2168 3.7
RTD 73 35 467 11 832 511 6 104 10 21 132 15 103 56 219 2594 4.5
Other 00 00 03 0 02 5 0 0 00 0 0 0 5 3 0 . 1
Human resources 683 597 5700 206 3280 5831 53 4367 46 2149 710 204 594 902 5641 30963 53.3
Labour market policy 165 235 2387 45 1025 1074 7 1429 18 808 264 10 149 193 1269 9075 15.6
Social inclusion 222 142 1145 30 441 1496 14 266 15 745 140 53 81 146 1634 6571 11.3
Positive labour market action for women 108 0 581 20 298 342 2 451 2 21 83 19 41 63 366 2398 4.1
Education & vocational training 84 54 542 48 216 1545 18 1191 5 505 102 60 136 152 1418 6076 10.5
Entrepreneurship 105 166 1046 63 1300 1373 11 1030 6 71 121 62 187 349 954 6843 11.8
Infrastructure 225 41 998 327 1523 2259 32 1113 24 340 69 203 130 136 779 8198 14.1
Transport 22 5 191 169 501 593 21 251 1 38 8 73 29 52 82 2037 3.5
Telecommunication & information society 94 20 74 40 68 287 3 98 1 58 15 11 32 40 165 1006 1.7
Environment 73 8 662 68 792 1123 7 696 16 228 29 60 65 35 478 4343 7.5
Energy 7 4 34 14 32 70 1 28 5 0 11 11 2 4 8 229 0.4
Social & health 9 3 15 36 130 72 0 40 0 15 6 46 1 6 45 424 0.7
Other 21 0 22 0 0 114 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 159 0.3
Other 55 32 334 32 61 414 4 429 2 38 38 18 42 49 435 1981 3.4
TOTAL 1414 822 9838 858 7041 11864 159 7514 92 3101 1587 733 1208 1501 10324 58055 100.0
Share of total non-Obj. 1 allocation (%) 2.4 1.4 16.9 1.5 12.1 20.4 0.3 12.9 0.2 5.3 2.7 1.3 2.1 2.6 17.8 100.0
Source: DG REGIO
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A4.10 Structural Fund appropriations for rural development, 2000-2006
EAGGF — Guidance section ERDF
EUR million % of total EUR million % of total
Agriculture 6786 39.1 88 6.3
Forestry 1842 10.6 27 1.9
Promoting the adaptation of the development of rural areas 8712 50.2 1276 91.8
of which outside agriculture and forestry 2588 14.9 664 47.8
Source: DG REGIO
A4.11 Commitment appropriations under the Structural Funds in acceding countries, 2004-2006*
EUR million, 1999 prices
CY CZ EE HU LT LV MT PL SI SK % of
total
Objective 1 0 1286 329 1765 792 554 56 7321 210 921 61.0
Objective 2 25 63 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 33 0.6
Objective 3 (outside of Obj 1) 20 52 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 40 0.5
Fisheries Instrument (FIFG) 30 00 0 0 0 0 00 0 . 0
Interreg 4 61 9 61 20 14 2 196 21 37 2.0
Equal 2 28 4 27 11 7 1 119 6 20 1.0
Cohesion Fund 48 836 276 994 544 461 20 3733 169 510 35.0
Total 101 2328 618 2847 1366 1036 79 11369 405 1560 21708
* Breakdown per country is indicative
Source: DG REGIO
A4.12 Indicative breakdown of commitment appropriations under the Structural Funds in acceding
countries, 2004-2006
% of total
CY CZ EE HU LT LV MT PL SI SK
Basic Infrastructure 16.9 37.2 16.4 39.4 32.6 14.1 40.5
Competitiveness/Industry and Enterprise 17.9 19.7 21.5 25.3 25.0 60.0 15.2 57.5 14.5
Human Resource Development 21.9 20.5 28.2 18.3 21.2 17.0 17.8 31.9 27.2
Agriculture, Rural Development and Fisheries 67.5 12.0 18.7 15.9 15.3 18.5 11.0 16.7 9.9 17.7
Regional Development 31.2 18.0 10.0 35.9
Urban Regeneration 30.0
Other* 2.5 3.9 1.7 2.7 2.0 0.3 0.8
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
* including Technical Assistance
Source: DG REGIO
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Main regional indicators
Region * Population Economy Labour market
1
0
0
0
i
n
h
a
b
i
t
a
n
t
s
,
2
0
0
1
P
o
p
u
l
a
t
i
o
n
d
e
n
s
i
t
y
(
i
n
h
.
/
k
m
²
)
,
2
0
0
1
G
D
P
g
r
o
w
t
h
(
a
n
n
u
a
l
a
v
e
r
a
g
e
%
c
h
a
n
g
e
)
,
1
9
9
5
-
2
0
0
1
GDP/head (PPS) Employment by sector
(% of total), 2002
E
P
O
p
a
t
e
n
t
a
p
p
l
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
s
p
e
r
m
i
l
l
i
o
n
i
n
h
.
,
a
v
e
r
a
g
e
1
9
9
9
-
2
0
0
0
-
2
0
0
1
Employment rate
(ages 15-64 as % of pop.
aged 15-64), 2002
2
0
0
1
,
E
U
1
5
=
1
0
0
A
v
e
r
a
g
e
1
9
9
9
-
2
0
0
0
-
2
0
0
1
,
E
U
1
5
=
1
0
0
2
0
0
1
,
E
U
2
5
=
1
0
0
A
g
r
i
c
u
l
t
u
r
e
I
n
d
u
s
t
r
y
S
e
r
v
i
c
e
s
T
o
t
a
l
F
e
m
a
l
e
M
a
l
e
EU15 379604 117.0 2.5 100.0 100.0 109.7 4.0 28.2 67.7 153.6 64.2 55.6 72.9
N10 74745 101.7 4.8 46.1 45.5 50.5 13.2 32.1 54.7 6.9 55.9 50.1 61.9
EU25 454349 114.2 2.6 91.1 91.0 100.0 5.4 28.8 65.8 128.6 62.8 54.6 71.1
N12 105066 96.9 4.2 39.9 39.3 43.8 18.5 31.6 50.0 5.3 55.9 50.3 61.6
EU27 484670 112.0 2.6 87.0 86.8 95.4 7.0 28.9 64.1 120.5 62.4 54.4 70.4
Belgique-België 10281 336.9 2.4 106.9 106.4 117.3 1.7 25.4 72.9 151.5 59.9 51.4 68.2
Reg. Bruxelles-Cap./Brussels Hfdst. Gew. 971 6015.5 2.6 217.3 217.8 238.5 0.1 13.1 86.9 161.4 54.5 48.2 61.0
Vlaams Gewest 5960 441.0 2.5 105.5 104.9 115.8 1.8 28.1 70.2 163.2 63.5 55.1 71.6
Antwerpen 1648 574.8 2.1 123.8 123.9 135.9 1.2 29.7 69.2 190.8 61.6 52.4 70.5
Limburg 796 328.8 2.3 89.9 89.4 98.7 1.6 32.9 65.5 84.8 61.1 51.3 70.5
Oost-Vlaanderen 1365 457.5 2.2 92.5 91.8 101.5 1.8 28.2 70.0 140.0 64.3 56.3 72.1
Vlaams Brabant 1020 484.3 3.7 112.5 110.5 123.4 1.6 18.4 80.0 259.7 66.5 59.6 73.3
West-Vlaanderen 1131 360.7 2.5 99.4 98.7 109.1 3.0 31.3 65.8 119.1 64.4 56.5 72.1
Région Wallonne 3351 198.9 1.9 77.3 77.1 84.9 2.1 23.5 74.4 79.5 54.8 45.6 64.1
Brabant Wallon 353 324.0 4.3 103.1 100.8 113.1 1.7 18.9 79.4 460.1 59.5 50.9 68.3
Hainaut 1280 338.0 1.4 69.1 69.1 75.9 1.7 25.4 72.9 65.8 52.0 42.6 61.5
Liège 1022 264.5 1.4 80.3 80.5 88.1 1.8 25.0 73.3 112.4 54.7 45.4 63.9
Luxembourg 250 56.2 1.7 74.8 75.9 82.1 4.6 22.4 73.0 116.8 60.5 50.2 70.4
Namur 447 121.8 2.5 75.2 74.8 82.5 2.2 20.0 77.8 85.2 56.4 47.5 65.2
Danmark 5357 124.3 2.5 115.3 115.8 126.5 3.3 24.2 72.5 192.9 75.9 71.7 80.0
Deutschland 82339 230.6 1.6 100.4 102.0 110.2 2.5 32.4 65.2 296.2 65.4 58.8 71.8
Baden-Württemberg 10561 295.4 2.2 114.0 115.9 125.2 2.1 39.9 58.0 536.7 69.9 62.8 76.8
Stuttgart 3950 374.1 2.4 125.6 127.1 137.8 2.1 41.7 56.2 655.8 70.7 63.2 78.0
Karlsruhe 2692 389.1 1.8 115.9 118.1 127.1 1.1 36.5 62.4 464.8 68.1 61.6 74.6
Freiburg 2146 229.4 2.3 99.4 100.9 109.1 2.7 39.2 58.1 475.0 69.6 62.7 76.5
Tübingen 1772 198.7 2.0 103.3 105.5 113.4 2.6 42.0 55.4 455.6 71.2 64.1 78.1
Bayern 12280 174.1 2.5 117.3 118.8 128.7 3.3 35.3 61.3 480.1 70.7 63.4 77.9
Oberbayern 4112 234.6 3.6 147.9 148.7 162.3 3.1 30.6 66.3 781.6 72.3 65.0 79.5
Niederbayern 1181 114.3 1.9 93.7 94.6 102.8 4.0 38.8 57.2 181.3 71.2 63.8 78.4
Oberpfalz 1082 111.7 2.5 100.0 102.6 109.8 5.0 38.9 56.1 376.3 69.2 61.5 76.7
Oberfranken 1113 154.0 1.1 96.7 98.6 106.2 3.0 42.0 55.0 241.6 69.2 64.2 74.1
Mittelfranken 1694 233.8 2.2 117.7 119.6 129.2 2.3 34.8 63.0 486.7 68.6 61.5 75.7
Unterfranken 1338 156.9 1.9 97.2 98.8 106.6 2.9 37.8 59.3 330.5 69.4 60.5 78.1
Schwaben 1760 176.1 1.4 100.2 103.2 109.9 3.9 37.2 58.9 309.0 71.5 64.1 78.7
Berlin 3386 3798.0 -1.0 89.9 92.5 98.6 0.6 19.3 80.1 193.0 60.1 57.6 62.6
Brandenburg 2597 88.1 2.2 67.0 68.3 73.5 4.2 28.4 67.4 72.7 61.9 58.8 64.9
Brandenburg - Nordost 1177 76.0 2.3 62.4 63.6 68.4
Brandenburg - Südwest 1420 101.6 2.2 70.9 72.1 77.8
Bremen 660 1633.6 1.5 135.7 136.5 149.0 1.1 25.2 73.7 92.4 60.7 55.0 66.5
Hamburg 1721 2278.6 1.8 170.7 173.3 187.3 0.9 20.5 78.5 203.5 64.9 60.2 69.6
Hessen 6073 287.6 2.0 123.6 125.2 135.7 1.6 30.3 68.1 362.9 67.5 61.0 73.8
Darmstadt 3742 502.7 2.2 142.3 143.9 156.1 1.4 28.9 69.8 477.1 68.5 61.9 74.9
Gießen 1064 197.7 1.8 91.1 92.0 100.0 2.0 32.9 65.1 259.5 66.4 59.8 73.0
Kassel 1267 152.8 1.4 95.9 98.1 105.2 2.2 32.7 65.1 115.5 65.4 59.4 71.2
Mecklenburg-Vorpommern 1768 76.3 1.2 65.9 67.3 72.3 7.4 25.8 66.8 39.7 58.9 55.8 61.9
Niedersachsen 7940 166.7 1.6 90.7 92.3 99.6 3.4 30.9 65.7 202.5 64.6 57.0 72.0
Braunschweig 1667 205.9 2.2 99.1 100.7 108.7 2.1 36.4 61.5 337.4 63.1 55.1 70.9
Hannover 2161 238.9 0.6 97.6 100.8 107.1 2.3 28.5 69.2 233.6 64.9 58.9 70.9
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Labour market Age structure Education Region *
Unemployment rate (%) % of the population aged : (2000) Educational attainment of persons
aged 25-64 (% of total), 2002
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8.9 7.8 40.2 8.8 15.2 16.8 66.9 16.3 35.4 42.9 21.8 EU15
: 14.9 54.5 15.6 32.4 18.3 68.7 12.9 18.9 66.3 14.8 N10
: 9.0 44.3 10.0 18.1 17.1 67.2 15.7 32.6 46.7 20.6 EU25
: 13.7 55.5 14.0 30.6 18.2 68.6 13.2 21.8 64.0 14.2 N12
: 9.1 45.4 10.0 18.6 17.1 67.3 15.6 32.4 47.5 20.1 EU27
6.9 7.5 48.8 8.6 17.7 17.6 65.6 16.8 39.2 32.6 28.1 Belgique-België
9.3 14.5 55.1 14.4 32.9 17.8 65.4 16.8 36.8 25.9 37.3 Rég.Bruxelles-Cap./BrusselsHfdst.Gew.
4.9 4.9 35.2 5.7 11.6 17.1 66.2 16.7 37.9 34.3 27.9 Vlaams Gewest
5.7 5.5 44.0 6.2 10.8 17.2 65.9 16.9 37.4 35.3 27.4 Antwerpen
7.1 5.3 32.5 6.7 13.2 17.4 68.8 13.8 42.4 33.4 24.2 Limburg
4.7 5.5 31.8 6.2 14.5 16.6 66.3 17.1 39.0 33.1 27.9 Oost-Vlaanderen
3.8 4.0 31.0 4.5 10.4 17.1 66.1 16.8 31.5 33.9 34.6 Vlaams Brabant
3.8 3.8 29.8 5.0 9.0 17.0 64.9 18.1 39.9 35.2 25.0 West-Vlaanderen
9.8 10.5 58.6 12.6 26.5 18.6 64.6 16.8 42.5 31.7 25.8 Région Wallonne
5.8 7.0 40.5 8.4 20.7 19.7 65.6 14.7 26.6 31.8 41.5 Brabant Wallon
12.1 12.6 63.6 15.1 32.5 18.2 64.6 17.3 46.1 32.4 21.5 Hainaut
10.0 10.8 58.1 12.6 22.0 18.1 64.6 17.2 44.6 29.4 25.9 Liège
5.2 6.5 38.3 8.7 18.7 20.4 63.4 16.2 42.9 31.0 26.1 Luxembourg
8.8 9.4 61.0 11.6 27.4 19.0 64.7 16.3 39.4 35.3 25.2 Namur
8.3 4.6 19.1 5.0 7.4 18.4 66.8 14.8 19.4 52.6 28.0 Danmark
6.3 9.4 47.9 9.1 10.7 15.7 68.1 16.3 17.0 60.7 22.3 Deutschland
2.7 4.7 37.5 4.6 6.0 16.8 67.7 15.5 20.6 55.6 23.8 Baden-Württemberg
2.5 4.5 38.3 4.3 5.9 16.8 68.0 15.3 21.0 55.2 23.8 Stuttgart
3.0 5.4 37.5 4.8 7.5 15.9 68.1 16.0 19.3 56.7 24.0 Karlsruhe
2.8 4.5 40.7 4.4 5.9 17.1 67.0 15.9 20.2 57.5 22.4 Freiburg
2.5 4.5 31.7 4.9 4.6 18.0 67.2 14.8 22.1 52.7 25.2 Tübingen
2.8 5.0 37.3 5.0 5.7 16.4 67.6 16.0 19.4 59.4 21.3 Bayern
2.3 3.8 31.0 3.8 3.9 15.7 69.0 15.4 17.2 56.6 26.2 Oberbayern
3.1 5.1 38.4 4.8 7.2 17.1 67.0 15.9 20.4 62.6 16.9 Niederbayern
3.7 5.5 39.7 5.5 6.1 17.2 67.0 15.9 20.7 63.9 15.5 Oberpfalz
3.4 7.8 40.3 7.8 8.3 16.1 66.4 17.4 22.3 60.3 17.4 Oberfranken
3.1 6.1 43.6 6.0 6.5 16.0 67.7 16.4 21.0 56.9 22.0 Mittelfranken
3.0 5.7 41.6 6.0 6.8 17.1 66.8 16.1 19.0 61.9 19.1 Unterfranken
2.5 4.4 31.8 4.5 5.0 17.5 66.5 16.1 19.9 61.1 19.0 Schwaben
9.9 18.7 50.8 15.9 24.7 13.8 72.1 14.2 16.0 53.6 30.4 Berlin
13.8 20.4 53.8 21.3 20.7 14.1 71.1 14.9 6.4 65.6 28.0 Brandenburg
Brandenburg - Nordost
Brandenburg - Südwest
7.1 11.2 46.6 8.7 19.3 14.0 67.9 18.1 21.9 59.9 18.1 Bremen
5.2 9.0 44.4 7.8 10.9 13.5 69.8 16.7 19.8 57.0 23.2 Hamburg
3.5 6.3 45.1 5.6 8.5 15.5 68.3 16.2 18.2 58.7 23.2 Hessen
3.0 6.0 46.0 5.4 7.9 15.1 69.3 15.7 18.9 56.0 25.1 Darmstadt
4.1 5.9 36.5 5.0 8.0 16.4 67.4 16.2 17.9 61.5 20.6 Gießen
4.6 7.9 48.3 6.8 10.4 16.0 66.1 17.8 16.1 64.6 19.3 Kassel
17.6 23.6 52.2 23.7 18.0 14.5 71.0 14.5 10.5 62.5 27.0 Mecklenburg-Vorpommern
5.0 7.9 51.1 6.9 10.3 16.6 66.8 16.6 17.1 64.0 18.9 Niedersachsen
5.9 10.0 59.9 9.8 11.3 15.5 66.8 17.7 17.8 63.5 18.7 Braunschweig
4.8 8.0 49.5 6.4 10.4 15.4 67.1 17.5 16.0 64.9 19.2 Hannover
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Main regional indicators
Region * Population Economy Labour market
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Lüneburg 1677 108.2 1.3 75.2 76.6 82.5 4.0 28.2 67.7 165.4 66.4 58.5 74.2
Weser-Ems 2434 162.7 2.2 89.6 89.8 98.3 4.8 31.3 63.9 106.8 64.0 55.5 72.3
Nordrhein-Westfalen 18027 529.0 1.2 101.5 103.3 111.3 1.4 32.8 65.8 284.3 63.2 55.0 71.5
Düsseldorf 5254 993.2 1.5 114.2 115.1 125.3 1.4 31.4 67.2 338.9 63.4 55.1 71.9
Köln 4295 583.2 1.1 107.3 110.3 117.8 1.0 29.2 69.8 361.5 63.4 54.8 72.1
Münster 2615 378.7 0.9 82.6 84.4 90.7 2.0 32.7 65.4 200.2 62.9 54.4 71.4
Detmold 2059 315.9 1.4 97.6 99.8 107.2 1.9 38.0 60.2 231.5 65.5 58.0 73.1
Arnsberg 3804 475.3 1.0 92.2 94.0 101.2 1.2 36.1 62.8 208.6 61.7 53.7 69.7
Rheinland-Pfalz 4041 203.6 1.3 90.0 91.7 98.7 2.5 32.5 65.0 315.7 67.0 58.8 75.0
Koblenz 1522 188.5 1.2 84.0 85.8 92.1 2.1 32.8 65.1 189.2 67.2 58.4 75.8
Trier 512 104.1 1.1 80.9 82.0 88.7 3.2 28.6 68.2 91.9 66.5 58.8 73.7
Rheinhessen-Pfalz 2007 292.9 1.3 96.8 98.6 106.2 2.7 33.2 64.1 468.4 67.0 59.0 74.8
Saarland 1067 415.3 0.8 92.7 93.7 101.7 1.4 33.0 65.6 153.5 61.9 53.5 70.1
Sachsen 4405 239.2 1.0 67.3 68.1 73.9 2.4 32.8 64.9 99.4 61.0 57.8 64.0
Chemnitz 1612 264.5 1.3 63.9 64.5 70.1 2.3 38.1 59.6 57.6 61.1 56.7 65.5
Dresden 1704 214.9 1.3 68.4 68.9 75.1 2.6 31.0 66.4 173.1 61.3 59.0 63.5
Leipzig 1088 248.1 0.3 70.6 72.0 77.4 2.1 27.7 70.2 45.7 60.1 57.6 62.6
Sachsen-Anhalt 2598 127.1 1.6 65.3 65.9 71.7 4.0 31.0 65.0 47.8 59.5 56.2 62.7
Dessau 539 125.8 0.8 60.1 60.5 66.0 3.3 33.8 62.9 28.0 57.6 54.2 60.9
Halle 858 193.6 1.4 68.3 68.8 74.9 3.0 31.5 65.5 63.1 56.9 53.6 60.1
Magdeburg 1202 102.4 2.1 65.6 66.3 72.0 4.9 29.5 65.7 45.8 62.2 58.9 65.5
Schleswig-Holstein 2796 177.4 1.3 92.1 94.2 101.1 4.0 23.5 72.5 147.6 65.8 59.1 72.4
Thüringen 2421 149.7 2.1 66.2 66.9 72.6 3.1 35.1 61.9 88.2 62.5 58.3 66.6
Ellada 10938 83.1 3.5 67.1 66.3 73.7 16.1 22.5 61.5 7.3 56.7 42.5 71.4
Voreia Ellada 3516 62.3 3.8 63.4 63.1 69.6 22.8 23.4 53.8 4.8 55.2 40.5 70.8
Anatoliki Makedonia, Thraki 600 42.3 2.9 53.4 52.9 58.6 35.5 20.0 44.5 0.6 58.6 46.6 71.4
Kentriki Makedonia 1881 100.0 4.2 67.1 66.5 73.6 16.2 24.9 58.9 8.3 54.2 39.3 70.1
Dytiki Makedonia 294 31.1 3.5 68.7 68.1 75.4 20.4 33.5 46.1 1.1 53.6 39.0 68.4
Thessalia 741 52.8 3.4 60.2 60.5 66.1 29.7 18.8 51.5 0.9 55.9 38.9 72.8
Kentriki Ellada 2425 45.0 3.2 66.0 62.8 72.4 30.3 19.7 50.0 2.4 57.7 42.2 73.2
Ipeiros 336 36.5 5.0 54.0 50.6 59.3 25.8 21.1 53.1 0.4 56.1 41.0 71.9
Ionia Nisia 210 91.1 4.6 59.9 58.9 65.8 23.2 12.5 64.4 0.0 57.7 43.6 72.3
Dytiki Ellada 723 63.7 2.3 52.7 51.7 57.8 32.8 17.0 50.2 5.5 55.0 38.9 71.6
Sterea Ellada 558 35.9 2.1 94.9 86.7 104.2 24.8 29.9 45.3 0.5 55.7 38.4 72.4
Peloponnisos 598 38.6 4.3 63.9 61.2 70.2 36.5 15.7 47.8 2.8 63.5 50.1 76.7
Attiki 3904 1025.1 3.4 71.2 71.3 78.1 1.2 24.5 74.3 14.0 57.0 44.1 70.7
Nisia Aigaiou, Kriti 1094 62.7 4.1 67.2 67.2 73.8 25.5 17.1 57.4 4.8 58.0 43.4 73.2
Voreio Aigaio 202 52.7 4.8 62.0 61.8 68.1 22.4 18.0 59.6 0.0 51.9 34.2 69.8
Notio Aigaio 296 56.1 4.9 76.5 76.6 83.9 7.1 21.8 71.2 2.4 55.5 38.0 74.4
Kriti 595 71.4 3.4 64.4 64.3 70.7 34.9 14.7 50.4 7.4 61.6 49.7 73.8
España 40266 79.8 3.7 84.2 83.9 92.4 5.9 31.2 62.9 24.1 58.4 44.1 72.6
Noroeste 4307 95.1 2.9 69.9 69.5 76.7 10.8 32.6 56.6 3.2 55.7 42.9 68.6
Galicia 2726 92.6 2.8 66.5 66.3 73.0 12.9 32.8 54.3 5.0 57.1 45.0 69.3
Principado de Asturias 1052 99.5 2.4 72.4 71.9 79.4 7.2 31.4 61.4 9.3 51.5 38.2 65.0
Cantabria 530 100.0 4.2 82.7 81.3 90.7 6.6 33.9 59.5 7.5 56.7 41.3 72.0
Noreste 4044 57.5 3.6 100.5 99.3 110.3 4.5 37.3 58.2 27.0 61.8 47.5 75.8
Pais Vasco 2068 284.9 3.9 105.1 103.6 115.4 2.0 37.9 60.1 35.4 61.1 48.1 74.0
Comunidad Foral de Navarra 541 51.9 3.6 106.2 106.2 116.5 6.6 37.5 55.9 49.6 64.4 50.0 78.2
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Labour market Age structure Education Region *
Unemployment rate (%) % of the population aged : (2000) Educational attainment of persons
aged 25-64 (% of total), 2002
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4.3 6.9 46.7 6.3 12.0 17.1 66.8 16.1 15.8 63.1 21.0 Lüneburg
5.0 7.1 47.3 6.0 8.4 18.3 66.5 15.2 18.5 64.3 17.2 Weser-Ems
5.3 7.9 45.5 6.8 9.5 16.3 67.1 16.6 20.1 61.2 18.7 Nordrhein-Westfalen
5.8 8.0 46.5 6.8 9.3 15.5 67.3 17.2 20.9 61.1 18.0 Düsseldorf
5.1 7.0 47.1 6.2 8.0 16.1 68.2 15.7 19.9 58.0 22.1 Köln
5.0 7.4 53.6 6.5 9.5 17.6 66.6 15.9 19.4 61.2 19.4 Münster
4.2 8.2 34.0 7.5 11.7 17.6 65.6 16.8 17.9 64.7 17.4 Detmold
5.6 8.8 44.1 7.6 10.3 16.1 66.8 17.1 21.1 62.9 16.0 Arnsberg
3.5 5.9 38.0 5.5 9.2 16.4 66.6 17.0 18.9 60.8 20.4 Rheinland-Pfalz
3.2 5.5 42.0 5.5 9.9 16.8 65.7 17.5 18.0 62.7 19.3 Koblenz
3.4 4.9 39.8 3.4 4.5 16.5 65.8 17.7 18.2 61.6 20.2 Trier
3.7 6.3 34.7 6.1 9.9 16.1 67.4 16.5 19.6 59.2 21.1 Rheinhessen-Pfalz
5.9 8.3 45.7 7.1 12.3 15.0 67.2 17.8 20.8 62.7 16.5 Saarland
13.7 21.3 53.2 21.8 17.7 13.0 69.1 18.0 4.7 66.4 28.9 Sachsen
13.7 20.6 56.5 23.6 13.7 12.7 68.2 19.1 3.9 69.1 27.1 Chemnitz
13.7 20.8 50.3 20.3 20.9 13.4 69.2 17.4 5.0 64.1 30.9 Dresden
13.7 23.1 52.8 21.4 19.0 12.8 70.0 17.2 5.3 66.2 28.4 Leipzig
15.5 23.5 59.9 26.1 18.4 13.5 69.7 16.9 8.2 66.4 25.3 Sachsen-Anhalt
: 25.9 62.3 28.4 24.1 13.1 69.8 17.1 10.1 65.3 24.6 Dessau
: 27.1 61.0 31.0 22.7 13.1 69.6 17.3 7.5 65.0 27.6 Halle
: 20.2 57.5 22.0 13.4 13.8 69.7 16.5 8.0 68.1 24.0 Magdeburg
4.4 8.5 44.7 7.7 12.7 16.1 67.6 16.4 16.0 53.2 30.9 Schleswig-Holstein
15.2 17.6 47.9 19.8 13.7 13.5 70.3 16.3 6.6 64.8 28.6 Thüringen
7.8 10.0 51.2 15.0 26.5 15.2 67.6 17.3 47.3 35.1 17.6 Ellada
6.7 11.3 52.8 17.6 29.5 15.4 67.6 17.0 53.6 30.1 16.3 Voreia Ellada
6.9 10.4 53.6 15.4 24.5 16.0 66.2 17.9 62.5 24.9 12.7 Anatoliki Makedonia, Thraki
6.4 11.5 48.6 17.5 29.4 15.3 68.6 16.1 48.4 33.1 18.5 Kentriki Makedonia
7.4 14.7 63.1 23.3 36.8 15.8 66.3 17.9 58.1 29.2 12.7 Dytiki Makedonia
7.3 10.6 58.3 17.6 32.4 15.2 66.7 18.2 58.4 27.0 14.5 Thessalia
8.0 9.3 57.1 14.5 29.7 14.0 66.6 19.4 60.3 28.5 11.2 Kentriki Ellada
7.4 10.6 54.4 16.9 36.4 13.2 67.2 19.6 58.8 26.2 15.0 Ipeiros
2.5 9.0 22.7 10.9 21.5 14.8 64.7 20.5 63.1 26.4 10.5 Ionia Nisia
8.6 10.5 67.6 16.8 32.6 15.5 67.1 17.4 61.1 27.0 11.9 Dytiki Ellada
10.8 9.8 67.5 17.1 28.8 13.2 67.7 19.1 63.1 29.1 7.8 Sterea Ellada
7.3 7.3 44.5 10.1 26.0 13.2 65.3 21.5 56.7 31.5 11.8 Peloponnisos
9.7 9.2 51.9 13.3 22.5 15.3 68.8 15.9 33.7 43.3 23.0 Attiki
3.6 9.7 31.3 14.4 27.2 16.8 65.6 17.6 56.4 30.8 12.8 Nisia Aigaiou, Kriti
4.8 9.2 46.2 13.5 29.0 15.4 61.6 23.0 54.7 34.4 10.9 Voreio Aigaio
3.5 14.2 21.6 21.3 30.6 17.5 67.5 15.0 59.2 31.5 9.3 Notio Aigaio
3.3 7.7 34.7 11.5 24.3 16.9 66.1 17.1 55.5 29.1 15.5 Kriti
17.5 11.4 34.2 16.4 22.2 14.9 68.4 16.8 58.3 17.3 24.4 España
16.2 11.4 42.7 16.5 24.2 12.0 68.2 19.8 60.3 17.4 22.4 Noroeste
15.9 12.2 40.5 17.5 24.6 12.3 68.0 19.7 62.5 15.9 21.6 Galicia
17.4 9.8 46.9 13.8 23.1 10.9 68.3 20.8 56.6 20.2 23.1 Principado de Asturias
16.0 10.1 49.7 15.1 23.4 12.7 68.8 18.6 56.1 19.0 24.9 Cantabria
15.0 7.7 36.5 12.0 17.9 12.6 68.8 18.6 51.4 17.3 31.2 Noreste
18.6 9.4 41.2 14.2 22.1 12.1 70.7 17.2 48.2 17.7 34.1 Pais Vasco
10.3 5.6 25.9 9.5 12.9 13.7 68.3 18.0 50.4 15.6 34.0 Comunidad Foral de Navarra
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Main regional indicators
Region * Population Economy Labour market
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La Rioja 267 53.1 3.7 96.9 94.7 106.3 9.1 40.4 50.5 10.5 61.3 44.8 77.0
Aragón 1168 24.5 2.9 90.5 89.6 99.3 7.2 35.2 57.6 30.8 62.0 45.9 77.6
Comunidad de Madrid 5218 652.6 4.2 112.4 112.3 123.3 0.8 24.5 74.7 39.8 62.8 49.9 76.0
Centro 5265 24.5 2.8 69.4 69.4 76.2 10.0 30.9 59.1 7.2 56.1 38.9 72.6
Castilla y León 2465 26.2 2.4 78.0 77.5 85.6 9.2 30.9 59.9 9.9 57.4 41.4 72.9
Castilla-la Mancha 1722 21.7 3.1 67.1 67.5 73.7 9.5 33.6 56.9 6.0 57.6 38.5 75.9
Extremadura 1078 25.9 3.5 53.5 53.8 58.7 13.3 25.7 61.0 2.7 50.7 33.7 67.0
Este 11123 184.6 3.7 93.8 93.7 103.0 3.0 36.8 60.2 42.2 63.3 50.2 76.3
Cataluña 6220 194.8 3.3 100.7 101.2 110.5 2.5 38.5 58.9 57.5 64.7 52.0 77.2
Comunidad Valenciana 4094 175.7 4.3 81.1 80.8 89.0 4.1 36.7 59.2 27.0 60.8 46.9 74.6
Illes Balears 810 161.6 5.3 105.4 102.4 115.7 2.0 24.3 73.7 15.6 65.8 53.9 77.3
Sur 8573 86.9 4.0 64.3 63.7 70.5 10.3 25.6 64.1 5.6 50.7 34.6 66.7
Andalucía 7291 83.6 3.9 63.1 62.5 69.2 10.5 25.3 64.3 6.6 49.6 33.6 65.6
Región de Murcia 1140 100.8 4.4 71.2 70.5 78.2 10.7 28.9 60.4 11.7 57.8 41.4 74.0
Ceuta y Melilla 142 4571.0 3.9 68.0 69.6 74.7 0.8 7.7 91.5 0.0 49.7 31.5 65.8
Ciudad Autónoma de Ceuta 75 3952.6 ::::
Ciudad Autónoma de Melilla 67 5550.0 ::::
Canarias 1737 239.8 4.8 79.1 79.6 86.8 4.6 21.3 74.1 8.9 57.6 44.1 70.7
France 60912 96.2 2.6 104.8 104.4 115.0 4.1 25.4 70.5 140.3 62.9 56.4 69.6
Île de France 11055 920.3 2.8 164.6 163.7 180.7 0.3 17.3 82.4 309.1 66.4 61.7 71.2
Bassin Parisien 10486 72.0 1.9 92.4 92.5 101.4 5.6 30.3 64.0 90.4 63.2 56.0 70.5
Champagne-Ardenne 1339 52.3 2.0 96.1 97.1 105.4 8.9 28.7 62.4 70.0 62.6 54.5 70.9
Picardie 1866 96.2 1.5 84.1 84.6 92.3 5.1 32.0 62.9 88.3 62.3 54.5 70.1
Haute-Normandie 1786 145.0 2.4 98.6 97.5 108.2 3.0 31.9 65.1 106.2 61.1 53.9 68.6
Centre 2455 62.7 1.7 93.3 93.4 102.4 4.7 32.0 63.3 108.0 63.8 56.7 71.2
Basse-Normandie 1431 81.4 2.0 87.1 87.2 95.6 7.9 26.3 65.9 58.2 65.0 59.0 71.1
Bourgogne 1609 51.0 2.1 95.5 95.9 104.8 6.1 28.6 65.4 94.3 65.0 58.5 71.6
Nord - Pas-de-Calais 4014 323.3 2.2 83.0 82.4 91.1 2.4 29.7 67.9 46.3 54.1 44.2 64.1
Est 5202 108.3 1.8 94.1 93.9 103.3 3.1 33.4 63.5 121.9 64.8 57.2 72.4
Lorraine 2316 98.3 1.2 85.6 85.6 94.0 2.8 29.6 67.6 78.0 63.2 54.6 71.7
Alsace 1762 212.8 2.2 105.9 106.0 116.2 2.3 35.2 62.5 176.0 67.1 60.6 73.4
Franche-Comté 1124 69.4 2.4 93.1 92.3 102.2 4.9 38.5 56.6 128.2 65.0 57.8 72.2
Ouest 7884 92.6 3.0 90.6 89.8 99.4 6.5 29.0 64.5 69.4 64.9 59.3 70.4
Pays de la Loire 3277 102.1 3.1 93.4 92.7 102.5 6.4 32.2 61.5 62.2 65.9 60.1 71.5
Bretagne 2950 108.4 3.2 90.2 89.3 99.0 6.3 26.8 66.9 84.3 63.9 58.8 69.1
Poitou-Charentes 1657 64.2 2.3 85.6 85.3 93.9 7.2 26.9 65.9 57.2 64.8 58.7 70.9
Sud-Ouest 6267 60.5 2.8 92.2 91.6 101.1 6.4 23.8 69.8 71.3 62.9 56.0 69.9
Aquitaine 2956 71.5 3.0 94.5 93.9 103.6 7.4 22.5 70.1 48.6 61.4 53.6 69.3
Midi-Pyrénées 2602 57.4 2.7 91.3 90.8 100.1 4.8 25.5 69.8 103.3 64.5 57.9 71.0
Limousin 710 41.9 2.2 86.0 85.2 94.4 8.7 22.8 68.5 48.8 64.1 60.3 68.1
Centre-Est 7055 101.2 2.8 103.1 103.2 113.2 4.7 28.6 66.7 210.0 64.8 58.6 71.0
Rhône-Alpes 5743 131.4 2.9 106.6 106.6 116.9 4.1 28.6 67.3 233.7 64.8 58.7 71.0
Auvergne 1312 50.4 2.4 88.1 88.3 96.6 7.8 28.3 63.9 107.4 64.6 58.3 71.0
Méditerranée 7226 107.1 2.9 90.0 89.5 98.8 5.2 17.4 77.4 88.1 56.5 49.8 63.8
Languedoc-Roussillon 2361 86.2 3.2 80.2 80.5 88.1 7.7 17.7 74.6 60.7 54.8 47.7 62.4
Provence-Alpes-Côte d'Azur 4602 146.6 2.8 95.6 94.7 104.9 3.9 17.4 78.7 106.6 57.9 51.5 64.9
Corse 264 30.4 3.4 79.9 79.5 87.7 7.5 12.2 80.2 9.3 44.8 34.5 55.0
Départements d'Outre-Mer 1724 19.3 3.5 58.0 58.2 63.8 3.0 12.9 84.1 0.0 44.3 38.0 50.9
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Labour market Age structure Education Region *
Unemployment rate (%) % of the population aged : (2000) Educational attainment of persons
aged 25-64 (% of total), 2002
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12.7 6.9 37.4 10.3 14.6 13.3 67.4 19.3 58.3 15.7 26.0 La Rioja
10.7 5.5 26.0 9.1 13.8 12.8 65.9 21.4 56.4 17.8 25.8 Aragón
12.3 7.1 39.7 10.3 15.0 14.6 70.1 15.4 45.9 20.1 34.0 Comunidad de Madrid
18.1 11.9 33.3 19.1 23.3 14.5 65.4 20.1 62.2 16.5 21.3 Centro
16.9 10.4 37.2 16.9 24.3 12.4 66.0 21.6 56.9 18.2 24.8 Castilla y León
15.0 9.4 30.8 16.4 17.4 16.1 64.7 19.2 66.9 15.2 18.0 Castilla-la Mancha
25.8 19.2 30.4 28.5 31.7 16.6 65.3 18.1 67.3 14.4 18.3 Extremadura
14.6 9.7 31.3 13.3 19.4 14.5 68.7 16.8 59.4 17.7 22.8 Este
12.8 9.6 37.1 13.1 19.5 13.9 68.6 17.5 56.6 18.4 25.0 Cataluña
18.3 10.3 24.9 14.4 20.1 15.1 68.9 16.1 63.7 15.9 20.4 Comunidad Valenciana
10.5 7.3 16.7 9.3 14.9 16.4 68.3 15.3 59.6 21.8 18.7 Illes Balears
25.4 18.3 32.6 26.6 30.0 17.9 68.1 14.1 64.4 15.4 20.2 Sur
26.4 19.6 33.1 28.5 31.5 17.8 68.1 14.1 65.1 15.1 19.9 Andalucía
19.0 11.3 27.1 16.6 22.2 18.0 67.8 14.3 61.8 16.0 22.2 Región de Murcia
25.0 5.3 41.3 8.5 13.1 21.4 66.5 12.2 53.4 26.4 20.2 Ceuta y Melilla
Ciudad Autónoma de Ceuta
Ciudad Autónoma de Melilla
24.3 11.1 32.1 15.4 19.8 17.1 71.0 11.9 60.9 17.1 22.0 Canarias
9.8 8.7 32.7 9.8 18.9 18.9 65.1 16.0 35.9 40.6 23.5 France
7.9 8.1 33.5 7.9 15.0 19.8 68.1 12.1 31.4 33.6 35.0 Île de France
10.0 8.6 32.7 10.0 19.6 19.2 64.4 16.4 41.3 40.9 17.7 Bassin Parisien
9.7 9.3 36.5 11.0 27.0 19.2 65.1 15.7 43.2 41.3 15.5 Champagne-Ardenne
10.1 8.5 30.6 9.9 20.6 20.6 65.2 14.2 44.8 38.9 16.3 Picardie
12.0 10.1 37.6 10.8 22.2 20.3 65.2 14.5 41.4 38.0 20.6 Haute-Normandie
9.7 8.6 27.2 10.4 16.0 18.4 63.8 17.8 41.0 42.4 16.6 Centre
9.4 7.9 25.1 9.4 15.9 19.1 63.6 17.3 38.5 41.7 19.7 Basse-Normandie
9.1 6.9 41.5 8.4 16.7 17.7 63.4 18.9 38.1 43.5 18.3 Bourgogne
12.5 13.4 39.7 16.0 29.4 21.3 64.8 13.9 44.3 38.2 17.5 Nord - Pas-de-Calais
7.4 7.5 24.0 8.7 18.0 19.1 65.9 15.0 34.9 45.3 19.8 Est
8.8 7.8 27.1 9.2 19.9 19.0 65.6 15.4 35.9 45.9 18.2 Lorraine
5.4 6.7 21.4 7.0 13.4 19.2 66.8 13.9 32.0 45.6 22.4 Alsace
8.0 8.3 21.3 10.0 21.8 19.1 65.0 15.9 36.9 43.7 19.3 Franche-Comté
10.1 7.4 27.6 9.0 15.6 18.4 63.9 17.7 33.5 45.4 21.1 Ouest
10.1 7.7 28.5 9.6 14.6 19.2 64.4 16.4 34.9 44.7 20.4 Pays de la Loire
9.6 6.7 23.4 8.2 16.0 18.3 63.8 18.0 30.9 45.8 23.2 Bretagne
11.2 8.0 33.0 9.4 17.0 17.0 63.1 19.9 35.8 46.0 18.1 Poitou-Charentes
9.8 8.5 31.6 10.3 18.3 16.6 63.8 19.6 33.5 44.0 22.4 Sud-Ouest
11.5 9.2 30.7 11.5 18.8 16.9 64.0 19.1 36.0 43.5 20.4 Aquitaine
8.4 8.1 32.1 9.9 17.6 16.7 64.1 19.2 30.1 43.4 26.5 Midi-Pyrénées
8.8 6.4 35.6 7.0 19.2 14.6 62.4 23.0 34.9 48.4 16.7 Limousin
9.5 6.9 25.5 7.8 16.5 18.9 65.3 15.8 32.3 42.1 25.6 Centre-Est
9.3 6.9 24.9 7.9 17.0 19.5 65.5 15.0 31.8 41.2 27.0 Rhône-Alpes
10.5 6.9 28.0 7.6 13.6 16.2 64.3 19.6 34.4 46.3 19.3 Auvergne
13.4 12.0 41.2 13.4 24.9 17.8 63.5 18.7 40.3 39.5 20.2 Méditerranée
14.9 13.1 42.7 15.0 31.3 17.5 63.2 19.3 40.7 39.4 19.9 Languedoc-Roussillon
12.9 11.4 39.9 12.4 21.4 18.0 63.7 18.4 39.4 40.1 20.6 Provence-Alpes-Côte d'Azur
10.8 13.3 56.6 18.3 44.2 16.9 64.4 18.7 58.9 26.1 15.0 Corse
: 26.5 76.1 29.4 51.3 27.6 64.3 8.1 : : : Départements d'Outre-Mer
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Main regional indicators
Region * Population Economy Labour market
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aged 15-64), 2002
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Guadeloupe 433 253.7 4.4 60.8 60.9 66.7 2.8 12.8 84.4 6.7 45.9 40.3 52.1
Martinique 387 343.3 3.6 67.8 67.9 74.5 5.7 12.5 81.9 0.6 48.2 43.6 53.2
Guyane 170 2.0 -0.4 48.2 48.9 52.9 2.4 13.9 83.7 0.7 44.0 35.2 52.8
Réunion 735 291.5 4.4 53.5 53.8 58.7 1.7 12.9 85.4 2.6 41.3 34.2 48.7
Ireland 3853 54.8 9.2 117.6 115.0 129.1 6.9 27.8 65.3 83.6 65.0 55.2 74.7
Border, Midland and Western 1016 30.5 8.1 85.4 83.8 93.7 11.4 31.4 57.3 62.1 62.2 51.7 72.4
Southern and Eastern 2837 76.7 9.5 129.2 126.2 141.8 5.5 26.6 67.9 91.3 65.9 56.4 75.5
Italia 57927 192.2 1.9 100.1 101.3 109.9 5.0 31.8 63.2 73.2 55.5 42.0 69.1
Nord-Ovest 15180 262.0 1.8 124.2 125.9 136.3
Nord Ovest 6030 176.9 1.5 113.4 115.1 124.5 3.5 34.0 62.5 98.9 61.1 50.4 71.7
Piemonte 4291 168.9 1.3 115.1 117.5 126.3 3.4 38.1 58.4 115.9 62.0 51.6 72.2
Valle d'Aosta/Vallée d'Aoste 121 37.0 0.6 123.9 124.7 136.0 4.9 25.6 69.5 43.2 66.3 56.1 75.9
Liguria 1619 298.7 2.1 108.2 108.2 118.7 3.7 22.7 73.7 61.7 58.2 46.8 69.8
Lombardia 9150 383.4 1.9 131.3 133.1 144.0 1.9 40.1 58.0 158.5 63.2 51.8 74.5
Nord-Est 10715 172.9 1.9 120.9 122.9 132.7
Nord Est 6692 167.9 1.9 117.7 119.7 129.1 4.4 37.2 58.4 100.3 63.4 51.4 75.2
Trentino-Alto Adige 947 69.6 2.4 133.0 134.8 146.0 7.8 27.3 64.9 62.7 66.4 54.7 77.8
Provincia Autonoma Bolzano/Bozen 467 63.1 2.7 143.4 144.9 157.4
Provincia Autonoma Trento 480 77.3 2.1 123.0 125.0 135.0
Veneto 4556 247.7 1.9 115.8 118.0 127.1 4.0 40.2 55.7 106.2 63.2 50.7 75.4
Friuli-Venezia Giulia 1190 151.5 1.4 112.5 114.3 123.5 3.1 33.5 63.3 107.9 62.0 51.7 72.2
Emilia-Romagna 4023 181.8 1.9 126.2 128.3 138.5 5.4 35.6 59.1 163.0 67.5 58.9 76.0
Centro 11191 191.8 2.0 108.9 110.1 119.5
Centro 5870 142.7 2.2 106.6 107.6 116.9 4.0 35.0 61.0 60.1 61.5 50.7 72.2
Toscana 3553 154.6 2.2 111.1 112.0 121.9 3.9 33.0 63.2 64.2 61.5 50.6 72.6
Umbria 843 99.7 2.0 97.9 99.4 107.4 4.6 33.0 62.4 38.2 59.0 47.8 70.2
Marche 1473 152.0 2.2 100.7 101.7 110.5 4.1 40.7 55.2 62.9 62.7 52.7 72.6
Lazio 5322 309.2 1.8 111.4 112.9 122.2 3.3 19.9 76.7 44.2 55.0 41.1 69.3
Sud 14123 192.7 2.1 66.9 67.5 73.4
Abruzzo-Molise 1609 105.6 1.7 82.8 83.0 90.9 6.6 31.1 62.3 48.5 54.8 40.2 69.5
Abruzzo 1282 118.8 1.6 84.0 84.3 92.2 5.8 31.6 62.6 58.6 55.6 41.1 70.1
Molise 327 73.6 2.2 78.1 78.1 85.7 10.0 29.1 60.9 9.1 51.8 36.8 66.8
Campania 5783 425.5 2.3 65.1 65.4 71.5 6.4 24.4 69.3 10.9 41.9 24.1 60.1
Sud 6731 151.4 2.0 64.6 65.5 70.9 10.9 25.5 63.6 8.5 44.4 27.3 61.8
Puglia 4087 211.0 1.9 65.0 66.1 71.3 10.3 26.9 62.8 9.1 45.3 27.5 63.7
Basilicata 604 60.4 2.1 70.5 72.5 77.3 10.4 33.2 56.4 8.7 46.1 29.4 62.8
Calabria 2040 135.3 2.2 62.1 62.2 68.1 12.4 19.9 67.7 7.1 41.9 26.4 57.5
Isole 6717 134.9 2.1 67.9 68.0 71.5
Sicilia 5071 197.3 2.1 65.3 65.4 71.6 9.3 20.4 70.3 14.2 41.9 24.2 60.2
Sardegna 1646 68.3 2.2 76.0 76.1 83.4 8.7 23.5 67.8 11.2 46.7 31.2 62.2
Luxembourg (Grand-Duché) 442 170.9 6.1 194.0 194.4 212.9 2.0 20.1 77.9 203.5 63.6 51.5 75.5
Nederland 16043 473.6 3.3 113.3 111.5 124.3 3.0 20.8 76.2 222.9 74.4 66.2 82.4
Noord-Nederland 1678 201.1 2.8 105.9 102.1 116.3 4.1 23.8 72.1 76.8 72.1 63.7 80.1
Groningen 568 242.9 2.8 133.2 125.1 146.1 2.8 21.3 75.9 87.1 70.8 63.2 78.2
Friesland 633 188.6 3.2 93.8 91.9 103.0 4.3 25.6 70.1 64.6 72.7 64.3 80.7
Drenthe 477 179.9 2.4 89.5 87.9 98.3 5.4 24.5 70.2 80.8 72.8 63.5 81.8
Oost-Nederland 3367 345.6 3.2 95.5 94.1 104.8 3.6 22.7 73.7 131.3 74.5 65.9 82.7
Overijssel 1090 326.7 3.1 96.1 94.4 105.5 4.2 26.1 69.7 139.9 73.4 64.9 81.5
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Unemployment rate (%) % of the population aged : (2000) Educational attainment of persons
aged 25-64 (% of total), 2002
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: 26.0 77.2 28.6 57.8 25.2 65.2 9.6 : : : Guadeloupe
: 22.9 79.7 26.0 55.2 23.5 65.1 11.5 : : : Martinique
: 24.4 74.6 29.0 46.5 35.6 60.6 3.8 : : : Guyane
: 29.3 74.4 32.1 48.6 29.5 64.2 6.3 : : : Réunion
15.3 4.3 29.3 3.8 7.8 21.9 66.9 11.2 39.7 34.9 25.4 Ireland
15.1 5.5 31.2 5.5 9.6 22.3 64.9 12.8 46.8 33.5 19.6 Border, Midland and Western
15.4 3.8 28.3 3.2 7.1 21.7 67.7 10.6 37.3 35.3 27.4 Southern and Eastern
9.0 59.6 12.2 27.2 14.4 67.6 18.0 55.9 33.9 10.2 Italia
Nord-Ovest
5.4 50.0 7.6 17.0 11.5 67.0 21.5 56.5 33.7 9.8 Nord Ovest
5.1 47.5 7.3 15.5 11.9 67.7 20.4 57.6 33.0 9.4 Piemonte
3.6 19.3 5.5 10.6 12.6 68.7 18.7 58.6 33.8 7.7 Valle d'Aosta/Vallée d'Aoste
6.3 57.4 8.6 23.0 10.4 64.9 24.7 53.4 35.5 11.1 Liguria
3.8 36.5 5.6 11.4 13.0 69.5 17.5 53.7 35.2 11.0 Lombardia
Nord-Est
3.3 26.2 5.1 7.5 13.3 68.5 18.2 55.6 35.5 8.9 Nord Est
2.6 11.7 3.8 5.0 15.9 67.5 16.6 52.4 38.5 9.1 Trentino-Alto Adige
Provincia Autonoma Bolzano/Bozen
Provincia Autonoma Trento
3.4 28.6 5.2 7.6 13.3 69.0 17.8 57.4 33.9 8.7 Veneto
3.7 25.8 5.6 9.4 11.2 67.7 21.1 51.3 39.0 9.7 Friuli-Venezia Giulia
3.3 25.5 4.6 9.0 11.2 66.7 22.1 51.9 36.6 11.5 Emilia-Romagna
Centro
4.8 38.6 7.3 14.6 12.0 66.2 21.8 55.0 34.5 10.5 Centro
4.8 38.8 7.3 16.2 11.5 66.6 21.9 56.5 33.3 10.2 Toscana
5.7 44.9 8.9 16.5 12.2 65.6 22.2 48.1 40.4 11.5 Umbria
4.4 33.8 6.4 10.5 12.9 65.8 21.3 55.1 34.1 10.7 Marche
8.6 68.7 11.9 32.0 14.2 68.8 17.0 48.3 38.9 12.8 Lazio
Sud
7.5 56.5 11.7 23.0 14.4 65.7 19.9 52.6 36.6 10.8 Abruzzo-Molise
6.2 54.1 10.0 20.1 14.4 65.9 19.8 52.2 36.9 10.9 Abruzzo
12.6 61.0 18.7 34.3 14.7 64.8 20.5 54.4 35.2 10.4 Molise
21.1 73.7 30.6 59.5 19.3 67.2 13.6 59.8 31.0 9.1 Campania
17.4 63.8 25.8 44.4 17.2 67.1 15.7 60.6 30.2 9.1 Sud
14.0 65.8 20.6 37.8 17.3 67.7 15.1 62.1 28.8 9.1 Puglia
15.3 60.3 23.8 43.4 16.3 66.0 17.8 58.6 33.3 8.1 Basilicata
24.6 62.2 35.6 58.2 17.4 66.3 16.3 58.2 32.2 9.6 Calabria
Isole
20.1 69.3 28.4 51.2 18.0 65.9 16.1 61.7 29.2 9.2 Sicilia
18.5 58.5 26.4 48.3 14.6 70.2 15.3 62.8 29.0 8.2 Sardegna
2.0 2.6 27.4 3.6 7.0 18.9 66.8 14.3 38.4 43.0 18.7 Luxembourg (Grand-Duché)
5.4 2.8 26.5 3.1 5.0 18.6 67.9 13.6 32.2 42.8 25.0 Nederland
7.3 3.5 27.7 4.3 7.3 18.2 67.2 14.7 34.0 45.8 20.2 Noord-Nederland
7.8 4.2 29.2 5.2 8.3 16.8 68.7 14.5 32.2 43.6 24.2 Groningen
7.1 3.2 27.0 4.0 6.7 19.0 66.7 14.3 33.8 46.8 19.4 Friesland
7.0 3.1 26.0 3.6 6.6 18.6 66.1 15.3 36.4 47.1 16.5 Drenthe
5.1 2.7 24.6 3.2 4.6 19.6 67.3 13.2 32.6 44.7 22.6 Oost-Nederland
5.2 2.9 23.4 3.1 4.8 19.5 66.9 13.7 34.1 45.7 20.2 Overijssel
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Main regional indicators
Region * Population Economy Labour market
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GDP/head (PPS) Employment by sector
(% of total), 2002
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Employment rate
(ages 15-64 as % of pop.
aged 15-64), 2002
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Gelderland 1941 389.6 3.0 97.4 96.1 106.9 3.1 21.9 75.0 148.0 74.9 66.6 83.1
Flevoland 335 235.9 5.8 82.4 81.3 90.4 4.0 16.8 79.2 107.8 75.1 65.5 84.6
West-Nederland 7473 859.6 3.4 125.8 123.9 138.0 2.5 16.2 81.3 117.7 74.9 67.0 82.8
Utrecht 1124 824.0 4.5 142.8 140.9 156.7 1.1 14.8 84.1 184.4 76.2 68.9 83.7
Noord-Holland 2542 956.7 3.5 132.5 131.4 145.5 2.0 15.3 82.7 130.8 76.1 68.5 83.6
Zuid-Holland 3431 1196.8 3.3 118.5 116.0 130.0 3.0 16.4 80.6 148.1 73.8 65.6 81.8
Zeeland 376 208.3 0.8 95.4 95.6 104.7 4.8 26.1 69.1 102.4 73.1 62.5 83.3
Zuid-Nederland 3525 497.0 3.3 107.3 106.3 117.7 3.3 27.4 69.2 535.2 74.4 65.9 82.6
Noord-Brabant 2383 483.4 3.6 111.5 110.4 122.3 3.2 27.6 69.3 697.8 75.9 67.6 83.9
Limburg 1143 528.2 2.7 98.5 97.8 108.1 3.7 27.2 69.2 199.9 71.3 62.4 79.8
Österreich 8032 95.8 2.4 111.9 113.5 122.8 5.7 29.4 65.0 157.6 69.0 61.5 76.5
Ostösterreich 3395 144.1 2.2 119.0 121.2 130.6 4.8 25.2 70.0 65.6 68.4 62.1 74.7
Burgenland 276 69.5 3.1 76.2 76.3 83.6 5.3 30.1 64.7 69.2 67.9 59.3 76.2
Niederösterreich 1531 79.9 2.9 92.3 94.5 101.3 8.8 30.6 60.6 133.3 70.0 62.2 77.7
Wien 1588 3827.5 1.7 152.2 154.7 167.0 0.9 19.1 80.0 146.0 67.0 62.5 71.6
Südösterreich 1744 67.3 2.6 96.2 97.0 105.6 8.0 32.6 59.4 141.5 67.5 58.7 76.4
Kärnten 556 58.3 2.3 96.3 97.5 105.6 6.5 30.6 62.9 124.4 66.9 56.9 77.1
Steiermark 1188 72.5 2.7 96.2 96.8 105.5 8.7 33.5 57.8 149.6 67.8 59.5 76.2
Westösterreich 2893 84.1 2.6 113.1 114.4 124.1 5.3 32.3 62.4 192.2 70.6 62.4 78.8
Oberösterreich 1367 114.1 2.7 108.2 108.9 118.7 6.8 35.3 57.9 189.7 70.9 62.9 78.8
Salzburg 513 71.7 2.0 123.6 126.5 135.7 4.5 24.9 70.7 139.5 71.8 65.1 78.8
Tirol 667 52.7 2.7 113.4 114.8 124.4 4.6 27.8 67.7 136.0 69.5 61.0 78.1
Vorarlberg 347 133.5 2.6 116.2 117.8 127.5 2.1 40.4 57.5 387.8 69.6 58.9 80.2
Portugal 10293 112.0 3.5 70.7 70.6 77.6 12.4 33.9 53.8 4.7 68.2 60.8 75.9
Continente 9811 110.5 3.5 70.9 70.8 77.8 12.3 34.1 53.6 4.7 68.5 61.3 75.9
Norte 3646 171.3 2.6 56.9 57.3 62.5 11.4 43.3 45.4 4.3 67.8 59.9 76.0
Centro 1784 75.4 3.4 56.9 56.8 62.5 26.9 30.8 42.3 4.8 73.6 67.3 80.1
Centro 2402 83.5 3.7 57.9 57.7 63.5
Lisboa e Vale do Tejo 3462 290.1 4.1 94.7 94.4 103.9 4.5 29.1 66.5 6.3 67.1 60.7 73.8
Lisboa 2603 1011.2 3.9 105.1 105.0 115.4
Alentejo 526 19.5 2.1 56.9 56.5 62.5 14.6 23.4 62.0 1.2 65.2 56.5 74.0
Alentejo 766 24.6 3.2 60.7 59.8 66.6
Algarve 394 78.9 5.4 72.4 71.4 79.4 9.7 21.3 69.0 3.1 68.6 60.0 77.1
Açores 238 101.9 3.9 55.8 54.5 61.2 13.7 29.1 57.2 0.0 61.5 44.5 78.3
Madeira 244 313.6 5.0 78.4 77.4 86.0 12.8 27.4 59.8 2.7 65.1 56.5 74.5
Suomi/Finland 5188 17.0 4.1 103.9 103.4 114.1 5.4 27.0 67.6 325.2 68.1 66.2 70.0
Manner-Suomi 5162 17.0 4.1 103.7 103.2 113.8 5.4 27.1 67.6 326.2 68.0 66.1 69.9
Itä-Suomi 679 9.7 2.0 75.7 75.5 83.0 10.3 25.6 64.1 80.0 59.9 57.7 62.0
Väli-Suomi 704 16.4 3.1 85.8 86.0 94.1 9.7 29.7 60.6 171.9 65.9 62.4 69.3
Pohjois-Suomi 557 4.3 3.0 90.2 89.4 99.0 7.3 27.0 65.8 292.4 62.0 61.1 62.8
Uusimaa (Suuralue) 1401 153.8 5.9 140.3 139.4 153.9 1.1 20.6 78.4 588.0 75.3 74.4 76.2
Etelä-Suomi 1821 34.8 3.6 97.2 97.0 106.7 5.5 32.5 62.0 291.4 67.7 65.1 70.3
Etelä-Suomi 2537 62.1 5.0 121.5 120.9 133.3
Länsi-Suomi 1319 22.6 3.5 91.1 91.0 99.9
Pohjois-Suomi 628 4.7 3.1 89.0 88.2 97.7
Åland 26 17.0 5.4 141.6 140.8 155.4 5.2 17.2 77.6 108.0 77.6 73.8 81.4
Sverige 8896 21.6 2.9 106.1 107.8 116.5 2.5 23.0 74.5 345.5 73.6 72.2 74.9
Stockholm 1831 282.1 4.7 144.9 148.2 159.0 0.6 13.7 85.8 582.1 78.4 77.5 79.4
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Labour market Age structure Education Region *
Unemployment rate (%) % of the population aged : (2000) Educational attainment of persons
aged 25-64 (% of total), 2002
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5.0 2.4 23.6 2.9 4.0 19.0 67.5 13.6 32.3 43.5 24.1 Gelderland
6.2 3.7 30.8 5.4 7.4 23.8 67.3 8.9 29.7 48.5 21.8 Flevoland
5.2 2.6 27.3 2.8 4.7 18.4 68.0 13.6 30.1 41.3 28.6 West-Nederland
4.5 2.2 23.1 2.4 4.3 19.0 68.6 12.5 26.6 38.7 34.7 Utrecht
5.5 2.6 25.3 2.6 3.9 17.8 68.8 13.5 27.4 41.8 30.8 Noord-Holland
5.1 2.9 30.3 3.2 5.4 18.6 67.6 13.8 33.0 41.2 25.8 Zuid-Holland
5.7 2.3 22.0 2.8 4.2 18.5 65.2 16.4 33.9 46.9 19.1 Zeeland
5.0 2.7 25.9 3.1 5.0 18.2 68.5 13.4 35.2 42.8 21.9 Zuid-Nederland
5.0 2.4 23.0 2.8 4.3 18.6 68.6 12.8 34.0 42.9 23.0 Noord-Brabant
5.2 3.3 30.4 4.0 6.6 17.3 68.2 14.6 37.7 42.7 19.6 Limburg
3.3 4.0 28.1 3.9 6.2 16.8 67.7 15.5 21.7 62.6 15.7 Österreich
3.5 5.4 33.3 4.9 8.1 15.8 67.9 16.3 21.2 62.0 16.9 Ostösterreich
2.4 4.2 21.2 4.8 7.1 15.2 66.7 18.1 27.5 61.0 11.6 Burgenland
2.6 3.5 27.3 3.7 5.7 16.8 66.6 16.5 20.1 66.2 13.7 Niederösterreich
4.4 7.2 37.1 6.0 11.1 15.0 69.3 15.7 21.1 58.4 20.6 Wien
3.8 3.4 26.9 3.5 5.7 16.5 67.2 16.4 19.6 65.9 14.5 Südösterreich
3.8 2.7 24.6 3.2 5.5 16.9 66.9 16.2 14.2 70.9 14.9 Kärnten
3.8 3.8 27.6 3.7 5.8 16.2 67.3 16.5 22.0 63.6 14.3 Steiermark
2.7 2.7 17.0 2.9 4.7 18.2 67.7 14.0 23.7 61.3 15.1 Westösterreich
2.5 3.1 21.1 3.4 5.1 18.0 67.1 14.9 24.8 60.3 14.9 Oberösterreich
2.6 2.8 12.4 2.8 5.4 17.9 68.6 13.5 19.9 65.0 15.1 Salzburg
3.6 2.0 11.7 1.8 3.4 18.4 68.2 13.4 21.7 62.9 15.4 Tirol
2.3 2.5 12.6 2.8 4.4 19.2 68.4 12.4 28.7 56.3 15.0 Vorarlberg
4.1 5.1 34.5 6.1 11.6 16.0 67.6 16.4 79.6 11.1 9.3 Portugal
4.1 5.2 34.5 6.2 11.8 15.8 67.7 16.5 79.3 11.2 9.5 Continente
3.4 4.9 37.0 5.9 10.0 17.5 68.5 14.0 84.1 8.7 7.2 Norte
2.7 3.0 27.4 3.8 11.2 14.9 65.5 19.6 82.6 8.7 8.8 Centro
Centro
5.2 6.5 36.9 7.6 13.6 14.9 68.8 16.3 72.8 14.8 12.4 Lisboa e Vale do Tejo
Lisboa
8.0 6.6 21.0 9.2 16.9 13.6 62.9 23.5 79.8 10.1 10.1 Alentejo
Alentejo
3.0 5.3 28.2 6.7 14.3 14.7 66.6 18.7 80.4 12.9 6.7 Algarve
3.7 2.5 38.6 4.3 7.9 21.9 65.8 12.4 86.3 8.9 4.9 Açores
3.3 2.5 33.4 3.0 5.2 19.4 67.2 13.4 85.9 9.3 4.8 Madeira
9.1 24.9 9.1 21.0 18.2 66.9 14.8 25.0 42.6 32.4 Suomi/Finland
9.1 25.0 9.1 21.0 18.2 66.9 14.8 25.0 42.6 32.4 Manner-Suomi
13.3 26.4 13.7 29.3 17.6 65.4 17.0 27.0 46.6 26.3 Itä-Suomi
9.3 27.4 10.4 20.4 18.8 64.9 16.4 26.7 43.8 29.4 Väli-Suomi
14.1 19.7 13.1 28.0 20.7 66.2 13.2 24.4 47.4 28.2 Pohjois-Suomi
5.8 22.6 5.0 14.7 18.6 69.9 11.5 22.3 37.2 40.5 Uusimaa (Suuralue)
9.1 27.1 9.6 22.0 17.3 66.3 16.4 26.0 43.6 30.3 Etelä-Suomi
Etelä-Suomi
Länsi-Suomi
Pohjois-Suomi
2.9 0.0 2.8 17.7 18.8 65.2 16.0 31.0 43.0 26.1 Åland
5.1 19.9 4.6 12.8 18.5 64.2 17.3 18.5 55.1 26.4 Sverige
4.0 12.1 3.7 11.5 18.6 67.0 14.4 13.5 51.8 34.7 Stockholm
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Main regional indicators
Region * Population Economy Labour market
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GDP/head (PPS) Employment by sector
(% of total), 2002
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Employment rate
(ages 15-64 as % of pop.
aged 15-64), 2002
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Östra Mellansverige 1495 38.9 2.1 91.1 92.5 99.9 2.9 26.1 71.0 315.3 72.2 70.1 74.2
Sydsverige 1283 91.9 3.3 98.3 99.7 107.9 2.8 23.7 73.6 402.5 70.7 68.6 72.8
Norra Mellansverige 831 13.0 0.4 89.3 91.8 98.0 3.7 27.0 69.3 200.3 69.7 68.4 70.9
Mellersta Norrland 375 5.3 0.8 98.8 98.7 108.4 3.8 21.2 75.0 132.6 68.9 69.0 68.7
Övre Norrland 511 3.3 0.5 92.6 93.7 101.6 3.2 23.7 73.1 207.7 68.6 68.4 68.7
Småland med Öarna 797 24.0 2.1 95.8 97.3 105.1 4.1 30.7 65.2 127.0 75.2 73.3 77.1
Västsverige 1774 60.3 3.2 102.5 103.5 112.5 2.4 25.3 72.3 339.3 75.5 74.2 76.7
United Kingdom 58837 241.3 3.0 105.4 103.1 115.7 1.4 24.3 74.3 124.4 71.7 65.3 78.0
North East 2517 292.2 0.8 80.3 78.6 88.1 0.9 27.2 71.9 72.6 65.6 61.0 70.1
Tees Valley & Durham 1133 371.9 0.0 76.1 75.0 83.5 0.8 30.8 68.4 66.1 64.0 58.6 69.4
Northumberland and Tyne & Wear 1384 248.6 1.4 83.7 81.5 91.8 0.9 24.4 74.8 78.0 66.9 63.1 70.6
North West (inc. Merseyside) 6732 475.2 2.6 94.8 92.4 104.0 0.8 26.0 73.2 96.0 69.4 63.8 74.9
Cumbria 488 71.5 -0.9 79.1 80.2 86.8 3.6 30.9 65.5 75.7 69.3 62.6 76.0
Cheshire 984 422.0 2.8 117.7 113.6 129.1 0.9 27.7 71.4 204.6 72.9 67.9 77.7
Greater Manchester 2483 1930.8 3.2 102.6 99.3 112.6 0.3 25.4 74.3 68.7 69.4 63.7 75.0
Lancashire 1416 461.1 1.8 90.0 87.9 98.8 1.0 28.1 70.8 69.2 72.1 66.6 77.4
Merseyside 1362 2078.3 1.9 74.5 73.7 81.8 0.2 21.8 78.1 104.5 64.2 58.7 69.6
Yorkshire & the Humber 4967 319.1 2.1 90.8 89.2 99.7 1.2 27.1 71.7 81.1 70.5 63.8 77.0
East Riding & North Lincolnshire 869 237.6 0.3 87.1 86.3 95.6 2.0 29.5 68.5 63.3 68.6 60.7 76.5
North Yorkshire 751 90.4 3.1 96.2 93.6 105.6 2.5 24.2 73.3 130.3 75.6 68.7 82.5
South Yorkshire 1267 812.2 2.0 77.1 75.4 84.6 0.6 28.6 70.9 52.7 67.9 61.1 74.4
West Yorkshire 2080 1022.6 2.5 98.7 97.4 108.3 0.6 26.5 72.9 88.5 71.1 64.9 77.0
East Midlands 4175 267.2 2.5 96.6 95.6 106.0 1.4 30.3 68.3 104.9 73.5 66.8 80.1
Derbyshire & Nottinghamshire 1972 411.9 2.5 95.8 93.9 105.1 0.5 31.8 67.6 111.3 71.3 65.3 77.3
Leicestershire, Rutland & Northants 1555 316.2 3.0 104.4 104.4 114.6 1.3 29.8 69.0 139.1 76.6 68.7 84.3
Lincolnshire 648 109.4 1.6 80.7 79.3 88.5 4.4 26.8 68.8 42.2 73.0 66.7 79.2
West Midlands 5267 405.0 2.3 95.2 93.6 104.5 1.0 30.6 68.5 94.4 71.2 64.1 78.1
Herefordshire, Worcestershire & Warks 1223 207.3 3.3 96.6 94.0 106.0 1.6 30.0 68.4 172.4 76.3 69.0 83.6
Shropshire & Staffordshire 1489 240.1 1.4 79.7 81.0 87.4 1.5 30.6 67.9 73.6 74.2 67.6 80.3
West Midlands 2554 2842.3 2.2 103.6 100.8 113.7 0.3 30.9 68.8 70.2 67.1 59.7 74.2
Eastern 5395 282.2 3.3 101.4 98.8 111.3 1.5 25.0 73.5 238.6 76.1 69.0 83.1
East Anglia 2177 173.2 2.0 95.7 92.8 105.1 2.6 25.3 72.1 310.9 75.5 68.4 82.5
Bedfordshire, Hertfordshire 1601 557.0 4.8 122.6 119.3 134.5 0.6 23.8 75.6 213.7 78.3 71.5 84.8
Essex 1616 439.8 3.2 88.2 86.4 96.7 1.0 25.9 73.1 165.2 74.9 67.5 82.2
London 7188 4538.8 4.6 164.7 159.5 180.7 0.3 13.9 85.8 102.3 68.7 61.5 75.6
Inner London 2772 8648.0 5.2 263.4 251.4 289.1 0.1 11.4 88.5 131.1 63.4 56.9 69.7
Outer London 4416 3496.2 3.8 102.7 102.0 112.7 0.4 15.4 84.3 84.1 72.3 64.7 79.6
South East 8007 419.0 4.1 115.9 112.9 127.2 1.4 22.4 76.2 209.8 77.0 70.0 83.8
Berkshire, Bucks & Oxfordshire 2093 364.5 5.2 149.0 146.4 163.5 1.5 22.7 75.8 318.8 79.4 72.9 85.6
Surrey, East & West Sussex 2555 467.9 3.8 113.6 110.5 124.6 1.3 19.6 79.2 151.7 76.4 69.4 83.4
Hampshire & Isle of Wight 1778 426.1 3.9 103.0 100.4 113.0 1.0 24.4 74.6 233.5 78.1 71.2 84.8
Kent 1581 423.3 3.0 90.3 86.4 99.1 2.2 24.3 73.5 133.0 73.4 65.8 81.1
South West 4934 205.8 2.7 93.8 92.4 103.0 2.0 23.7 74.3 132.9 76.2 70.4 81.9
Gloucestershire,Wiltshire&NSomerset 2163 284.5 3.3 112.1 110.4 123.0 1.3 23.0 75.6 228.8 78.3 72.5 84.0
Dorset & Somerset 1192 195.3 2.1 82.8 83.0 90.9 2.1 24.3 73.6 80.6 76.6 70.9 82.2
Cornwall & Isles of Scilly 502 141.1 1.9 59.5 59.1 65.3 3.0 22.5 74.5 65.5 71.3 64.2 78.2
Devon 1077 160.6 1.9 85.3 82.0 93.6 2.9 25.0 72.1 57.1 73.6 68.4 78.8
Wales 2903 139.8 1.8 83.0 81.5 91.1 2.6 26.2 71.2 69.7 66.3 59.4 73.2
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Labour market Age structure Education Region *
Unemployment rate (%) % of the population aged : (2000) Educational attainment of persons
aged 25-64 (% of total), 2002
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5.2 23.0 4.9 13.6 18.7 64.0 17.3 19.8 55.9 24.3 Östra Mellansverige
6.2 25.1 5.9 15.2 18.2 63.9 18.0 19.9 53.7 26.3 Sydsverige
6.3 19.1 5.7 13.7 18.0 62.3 19.7 20.4 59.4 20.2 Norra Mellansverige
5.9 19.3 4.5 13.7 17.5 62.5 20.0 20.2 58.5 21.3 Mellersta Norrland
6.1 17.6 4.6 13.1 18.4 64.2 17.4 13.8 61.6 24.6 Övre Norrland
: 3.9 18.1 4.1 9.6 18.8 62.3 18.9 23.4 56.3 20.3 Småland med Öarna
: 4.9 21.7 4.3 12.9 18.9 63.8 17.3 19.6 54.1 26.3 Västsverige
9.6 5.1 21.9 4.5 12.0 19.1 65.4 15.6 18.1 52.4 29.5 United Kingdom
6.8 27.0 5.2 14.2 18.8 65.2 16.1 21.2 55.7 23.0 North East
7.2 24.6 6.0 16.6 19.3 65.2 15.5 22.5 55.9 21.6 Tees Valley & Durham
6.4 29.1 4.5 12.4 18.3 65.2 16.5 20.2 55.6 24.3 Northumberland and Tyne & Wear
5.3 26.6 4.3 12.6 19.4 65.0 15.6 20.7 54.1 25.2 North West (inc. Merseyside)
5.1 28.0 4.1 11.7 17.7 64.3 17.9 17.1 58.5 24.4 Cumbria
4.2 20.3 3.2 11.8 19.0 65.6 15.5 14.4 54.9 30.6 Cheshire
5.6 27.4 4.6 12.2 20.1 65.4 14.5 22.1 52.3 25.6 Greater Manchester
4.4 21.7 3.7 12.4 19.3 64.3 16.4 20.1 55.9 24.0 Lancashire
6.6 31.6 5.4 14.3 19.4 64.5 16.1 24.5 53.3 22.3 Merseyside
9.5 5.2 21.3 4.3 12.6 19.2 65.0 15.8 20.2 54.9 24.9 Yorkshire & the Humber
6.3 26.3 5.2 15.5 19.3 64.2 16.5 19.0 58.1 22.9 East Riding & North Lincolnshire
3.7 18.6 3.6 7.6 17.8 64.4 17.8 15.1 55.1 29.8 North Yorkshire
5.2 24.6 3.7 12.4 18.9 65.3 15.8 21.5 56.2 22.3 South Yorkshire
5.4 17.9 4.5 13.1 19.9 65.4 14.7 21.7 52.8 25.5 West Yorkshire
8.5 4.5 22.9 4.4 10.6 18.8 65.3 15.9 19.7 55.7 24.6 East Midlands
5.1 28.9 4.5 11.2 18.6 65.4 16.0 20.7 55.7 23.6 Derbyshire & Nottinghamshire
4.0 17.5 4.6 10.4 19.6 65.9 14.5 19.1 53.9 27.0 Leicestershire, Rutland & Northants
4.3 13.2 3.4 9.5 17.7 63.3 19.0 17.7 60.1 22.2 Lincolnshire
10.3 5.6 20.7 5.2 14.2 19.5 64.9 15.6 21.4 53.3 25.2 West Midlands
3.5 13.1 4.1 8.9 18.3 65.2 16.5 16.7 53.6 29.7 Herefordshire,Worcestershire&Warks
4.6 21.8 4.0 11.2 18.7 65.8 15.6 18.0 56.6 25.5 Shropshire & Staffordshire
7.4 22.1 6.7 18.2 20.5 64.2 15.3 26.1 51.2 22.8 West Midlands
3.7 18.2 3.5 9.4 18.9 65.1 16.0 15.8 57.0 27.2 Eastern
7.4 3.7 16.5 3.3 9.8 18.4 64.4 17.2 16.6 56.9 26.5 East Anglia
3.5 17.6 3.2 8.4 19.9 66.0 14.2 12.3 54.9 32.8 Bedfordshire, Hertfordshire
4.0 20.8 4.0 10.0 18.7 65.0 16.3 18.2 59.1 22.7 Essex
11.9 6.7 23.6 6.0 14.2 19.3 68.2 12.5 17.5 41.1 41.4 London
: 9.0 27.1 7.7 18.4 19.2 69.8 10.9 20.4 31.6 48.0 Inner London
: 5.3 19.9 4.9 11.6 19.4 67.1 13.6 15.5 47.4 37.0 Outer London
3.7 14.9 3.5 8.9 18.8 65.2 16.0 12.7 53.3 34.0 South East
3.4 11.4 3.0 8.6 19.6 67.5 12.9 13.4 49.3 37.4 Berkshire, Bucks & Oxfordshire
3.8 17.9 3.6 7.8 17.9 63.7 18.4 11.8 52.7 35.5 Surrey, East & West Sussex
3.5 9.5 3.7 9.9 18.6 65.4 16.0 10.5 55.8 33.7 Hampshire & Isle of Wight
4.2 19.7 3.9 9.8 19.3 64.4 16.4 15.9 57.3 26.8 Kent
8.8 3.7 14.0 3.3 9.1 18.0 63.6 18.4 12.8 57.1 30.1 South West
3.6 9.2 3.3 8.5 18.7 65.2 16.1 12.5 55.1 32.4 Gloucestershire,Wiltshire&NSomerset
3.6 13.3 3.4 8.5 17.4 61.9 20.7 13.1 57.0 29.9 Dorset & Somerset
: 4.2 20.9 3.2 11.0 17.4 62.6 20.0 13.8 58.3 27.9 Cornwall & Isles of Scilly
: 4.2 20.7 3.2 10.6 17.5 62.6 19.9 12.7 60.8 26.6 Devon
9.4 5.6 20.1 5.0 14.0 19.0 63.8 17.3 21.4 51.5 27.1 Wales
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Main regional indicators
Region * Population Economy Labour market
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West Wales & the Valleys 1853 141.2 0.9 69.6 69.4 76.4 2.9 25.9 71.3 47.9 64.0 57.6 70.4
East Wales 1050 137.3 3.1 106.7 102.7 117.1 2.2 26.7 71.1 107.8 70.2 62.5 77.7
Scotland 5064 64.8 1.5 99.5 98.3 109.2 1.9 23.5 74.6 85.5 70.3 65.8 74.8
North Eastern Scotland 503 68.6 1.6 136.6 138.7 149.9 3.2 30.9 65.9 220.1 76.0 67.6 84.5
Eastern Scotland 1904 105.9 1.6 101.2 100.4 111.0 1.9 23.1 75.0 103.6 72.2 67.7 76.8
South Western Scotland 2287 175.5 1.5 94.3 91.9 103.5 0.9 23.1 76.0 52.0 66.5 62.5 70.7
Highlands & Islands 369 9.3 0.4 72.4 72.1 79.4 4.2 19.8 76.0 41.8 73.5 70.7 76.3
Northern Ireland 1689 119.3 2.7 82.4 81.2 90.4 4.5 26.0 69.5 35.4 64.8 57.5 72.2
Bãlgarija 7913 71.3 0.0 26.0 24.9 28.6 9.6 32.7 57.7 3.1 50.6 47.5 53.7
Severozapadjen 535 50.5 -0.2 23.7 22.2 26.0 12.5 34.6 52.9 : 43.7 42.2 45.1
Severen Tsentralen 1201 67.0 0.2 22.4 21.5 24.6 10.0 37.2 52.9 : 49.3 46.5 52.1
Severoiztochen 1309 65.5 0.0 22.7 21.8 24.9 15.1 27.6 57.3 : 47.7 43.3 52.2
Yugozapaden 2097 103.4 1.0 36.3 33.9 39.9 3.3 31.4 65.2 : 56.4 53.9 58.9
Yuzhen Tsentralen 1975 71.8 -1.7 21.7 20.7 23.8 12.3 35.0 52.7 : 49.9 47.5 52.4
Yugoiztochen 796 54.4 0.0 22.1 23.9 24.3 11.4 31.6 57.0 : 47.4 42.0 52.9
Kypros 706 119.7 3.8 77.8 76.1 85.4 5.3 23.2 71.6 11.9 68.5 59.0 78.8
Èeská Republika 10219 129.6 1.5 60.6 59.8 66.5 4.8 39.9 55.3 11.3 65.5 57.1 74.0
Praha 1164 2348.1 4.4 135.5 129.8 148.7 0.5 21.3 78.2 : 72.0 65.8 78.5
Støední Èechy 1124 102.0 3.0 50.0 49.6 54.9 5.1 38.9 56.0 : 68.6 58.1 79.0
Jihozápad 1175 66.7 0.9 55.1 55.0 60.5 8.1 41.6 50.3 : 68.0 59.5 76.5
Severozápad 1124 129.9 -1.2 47.9 48.6 52.6 3.6 41.4 55.0 : 62.4 53.8 70.9
Severovýchod 1486 119.5 1.0 50.8 50.6 55.7 5.0 46.3 48.8 : 67.0 57.9 76.1
Jihovýchod 1645 117.6 1.3 53.4 52.3 58.6 7.5 40.2 52.3 : 64.7 56.2 73.1
Støední Morava 1233 135.5 0.4 48.1 47.8 52.8 5.0 46.3 48.6 : 63.2 54.8 71.7
Moravskoslezsko 1268 228.4 -0.7 50.6 50.3 55.5 2.8 43.9 53.3 : 59.2 51.2 67.1
Eesti 1367 30.2 5.2 38.5 37.1 42.3 7.0 31.3 61.7 9.4 62.0 57.9 66.5
Magyarország 10188 109.5 4.0 51.5 49.5 56.5 6.0 34.2 59.8 17.1 56.6 50.0 63.5
Közép-Magyarország 2830 409.1 5.2 81.3 76.3 89.2 1.8 26.3 71.9 : 61.3 54.6 68.8
Közép-Dunántúl 1121 99.5 4.6 48.0 46.8 52.7 5.7 44.6 49.6 : 60.6 54.0 67.3
Nyugat-Dunántúl 1003 89.7 4.3 53.6 54.8 58.8 5.5 42.0 52.5 : 64.1 56.5 71.5
Dél-Dunántúl 996 70.3 2.6 38.7 37.6 42.5 9.8 33.8 56.3 : 51.9 46.1 58.0
Észak-Magyarország 1300 96.8 2.3 33.7 32.4 37.0 4.3 39.9 55.8 : 50.1 44.3 56.1
Észak-Alföld 1561 87.9 3.0 34.2 32.1 37.5 7.5 33.8 58.8 : 49.5 42.8 56.2
Dél-Alföld 1377 75.2 1.6 36.9 36.0 40.5 14.2 33.0 52.8 : 54.7 47.5 62.1
Lietuva 3481 53.3 5.1 37.2 35.6 40.8 17.9 27.5 54.6 1.4 59.9 57.2 62.7
Latvija 2355 36.5 5.7 33.4 31.8 36.6 15.3 25.8 58.9 5.4 60.4 56.8 64.3
Malta 393 1182.4 4.8 69.5 70.7 76.2 2.3 31.2 66.5 13.0 53.7 33.1 74.1
Polska 38641 123.6 6.3 40.9 41.1 44.9 19.3 28.6 52.0 2.3 51.5 46.2 56.9
Dolnoœl¹skie 2971 148.9 5.8 41.6 42.1 45.6 9.5 32.4 58.2 : 47.6 43.9 51.4
Kujawsko-Pomorskie 2100 116.9 4.7 37.0 36.8 40.6 19.1 29.4 51.4 : 50.6 45.0 56.3
Lubelskie 2230 88.8 4.5 28.6 28.6 31.4 39.4 18.1 42.5 : 56.1 51.6 60.7
Lubuskie 1024 73.2 4.7 36.3 37.0 39.9 10.2 31.3 58.5 : 45.9 41.4 50.5
£ódzkie 2638 144.8 5.8 36.9 37.2 40.5 19.8 30.6 49.7 : 52.8 47.8 58.1
Ma³opolskie 3238 213.8 6.2 35.3 36.3 38.8 23.7 27.0 49.3 : 54.6 50.2 59.3
Mazowieckie 5075 142.6 10.4 63.7 62.2 69.9 20.4 21.6 58.0 : 57.1 52.9 61.4
Opolskie 1083 115.1 2.7 33.2 34.1 36.4 18.5 32.9 48.7 : 50.3 44.3 56.5
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Labour market Age structure Education Region *
Unemployment rate (%) % of the population aged : (2000) Educational attainment of persons
aged 25-64 (% of total), 2002
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: 5.9 19.1 5.6 14.6 18.8 63.3 17.9 23.2 51.7 25.1 West Wales & the Valleys
: 5.1 21.9 4.1 13.0 19.4 64.6 16.1 18.5 51.2 30.3 East Wales
9.4 6.5 23.5 5.2 14.5 18.3 66.3 15.4 18.7 48.6 32.7 Scotland
: 3.6 10.0 4.1 7.2 18.4 67.4 14.2 17.8 45.8 36.4 North Eastern Scotland
: 5.8 21.4 4.9 13.7 18.0 66.4 15.7 15.3 49.4 35.2 Eastern Scotland
: 7.9 28.8 6.1 17.0 18.5 66.3 15.2 22.4 47.6 30.1 South Western Scotland
: 5.9 11.9 4.0 15.0 18.6 64.8 16.6 17.0 51.9 31.1 Highlands & Islands
15.1 5.8 37.5 5.0 11.8 22.5 64.5 13.0 27.2 47.8 25.0 Northern Ireland
: 18.2 66.0 17.3 37.2 15.9 67.9 16.2 28.4 50.5 21.2 Bãlgarija
: 26.9 77.8 25.3 53.6 15.3 63.4 21.3 29.3 54.2 16.5 Severozapaden
: 18.1 62.1 16.9 36.5 14.8 66.5 18.7 25.7 53.4 20.8 Severen Tsentralen
: 22.3 63.2 22.6 40.0 16.9 68.6 14.5 37.6 45.1 17.3 Severoiztochen
: 13.3 65.2 12.4 28.3 14.9 69.6 15.5 18.0 52.5 29.5 Yugozapaden
: 17.2 67.1 15.7 38.5 16.4 68.2 15.4 32.7 49.5 17.8 Yuzhen Tsentralen
: 22.3 65.8 23.0 44.8 17.4 67.5 15.1 33.3 49.5 17.2 Yugoiztochen
: 3.3 20.1 4.2 7.7 23.2 65.5 11.3 33.5 37.4 29.1 Kypros
: 7.3 50.3 9.0 16.9 16.6 69.6 13.8 12.1 76.0 11.9 Èeská Republika
: 3.6 28.1 4.5 9.4 13.9 69.8 16.3 4.4 68.4 27.1 Praha
: 5.0 45.1 7.4 8.5 16.3 69.3 14.4 13.7 77.8 8.5 Støední Èechy
: 4.9 44.1 5.9 8.9 16.6 69.6 13.8 12.1 77.1 10.7 Jihozápad
: 11.4 58.5 13.3 26.2 17.3 70.7 12.0 17.5 75.3 7.2 Severozápad
: 5.4 43.3 7.1 13.0 17.1 69.1 13.9 11.9 78.7 9.3 Severovýchod
: 6.8 47.1 7.9 17.0 16.9 69.0 14.1 11.1 76.0 12.9 Jihovýchod
: 8.8 51.1 10.8 21.4 17.0 69.5 13.6 13.1 77.4 9.5 Støední Morava
: 13.4 58.8 16.3 29.1 17.6 70.2 12.2 13.5 76.8 9.7 Moravskoslezsko
: 10.3 52.4 9.7 17.6 18.0 67.5 14.5 12.4 57.1 30.5 Eesti
: 5.9 43.6 5.4 12.4 17.1 68.3 14.6 28.4 57.3 14.3 Magyarország
: 4.0 51.1 3.9 8.8 15.5 69.3 15.2 20.7 57.8 21.5 Közép-Magyarország
: 5.0 39.6 4.7 10.3 17.4 69.5 13.2 28.9 59.2 12.0 Közép-Dunántúl
: 4.1 38.6 4.2 8.8 16.3 68.9 14.8 26.9 60.8 12.2 Nyugat-Dunántúl
: 7.9 44.9 7.1 15.9 17.1 68.3 14.7 32.7 56.5 10.8 Dél-Dunántúl
: 8.9 45.9 7.6 19.4 18.2 67.0 14.8 32.4 56.3 11.3 Észak-Magyarország
: 7.9 42.2 7.0 14.9 19.4 67.1 13.5 34.3 54.2 11.5 Észak-Alföld
: 6.3 35.5 6.5 13.9 17.1 67.5 15.5 32.4 57.0 10.5 Dél-Alföld
: 13.7 53.5 12.9 23.0 19.8 66.9 13.4 15.1 40.1 44.8 Lietuva
: 12.1 45.3 11.0 20.8 17.8 67.5 14.7 17.8 63.0 19.3 Latvija
: 5.2 : 6.1 11.0 20.8 67.2 12.0 : : : Malta
: 19.9 54.8 20.9 42.5 18.8 68.9 12.3 19.1 68.3 12.5 Polska
: 26.1 52.7 25.6 50.2 17.2 70.4 12.4 17.8 69.6 12.6 Dolnoœl¹skie
: 21.5 53.3 22.0 43.2 19.4 69.1 11.4 19.8 69.8 10.4 Kujawsko-Pomorskie
: 16.6 46.7 16.5 37.8 19.8 66.6 13.6 22.4 63.9 13.8 Lubelskie
: 26.3 47.7 26.7 50.1 19.4 69.8 10.8 16.7 72.7 10.5 Lubuskie
: 20.3 62.5 21.4 42.1 17.0 68.7 14.3 23.0 64.0 13.0 £ódzkie
: 16.2 58.6 16.5 37.5 20.0 67.7 12.3 16.8 69.2 14.0 Ma³opolskie
: 17.0 56.0 17.5 36.9 17.8 68.3 14.0 18.2 65.2 16.6 Mazowieckie
: 19.7 53.0 21.0 45.3 18.1 70.2 11.7 19.0 69.3 11.7 Opolskie
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Podkarpackie 2130 118.8 5.1 29.2 29.5 32.0 30.8 28.2 41.1 : 53.2 47.9 58.3
Podlaskie 1221 60.5 6.3 31.0 30.5 34.0 36.5 18.6 45.0 : 54.8 50.0 59.6
Pomorskie 2202 120.4 6.5 40.6 41.3 44.6 9.5 31.1 59.4 : 50.2 42.9 57.9
Œlaskie 4840 393.7 3.9 44.6 45.2 49.0 4.1 39.5 56.4 : 46.9 40.1 54.0
Œwiêtokrzyskie 1321 113.2 5.5 31.2 31.8 34.3 31.0 24.9 44.2 : 50.3 45.6 55.0
Warmiñsko-Mazurskie 1469 60.7 4.8 29.6 30.8 32.5 17.9 28.1 54.0 : 46.0 40.9 51.0
Wielkopolskie 3363 112.8 7.8 43.4 43.5 47.6 20.3 32.7 47.0 : 52.9 46.0 59.9
Zachodniopomorskie 1735 75.8 5.8 40.5 41.1 44.5 8.3 29.6 62.2 : 45.8 41.2 50.7
România 22408 94.0 -0.1 24.4 23.7 26.8 36.8 29.7 33.5 0.9 57.6 51.8 63.6
Nord-Est 3836 104.1 -1.8 17.2 18.8 18.9 51.3 23.6 25.1 : 59.1 55.3 62.9
Sud-Est 2935 82.1 -2.0 21.3 20.8 23.4 38.1 26.1 35.9 : 54.7 46.3 63.4
Sud 3463 100.5 -2.3 20.6 19.5 22.6 44.3 28.0 27.7 : 57.9 51.0 65.0
Sud-Vest 2397 82.0 -1.6 21.6 20.5 23.7 51.3 23.2 25.5 : 61.3 56.4 66.2
Vest 2032 63.4 -0.4 26.4 25.3 29.0 27.9 34.7 37.4 : 57.5 50.5 64.8
Nord-Vest 2839 83.1 -1.2 21.6 21.3 23.7 34.2 32.3 33.5 : 57.8 53.2 62.4
Centru 2640 77.4 -2.0 23.5 24.0 25.8 26.1 41.1 32.8 : 55.8 50.5 61.2
Bucureºti 2269 1245.7 7.4 52.3 46.5 57.3 2.7 35.0 62.4 : 56.9 51.0 63.4
Slovenija 1992 98.3 5.1 67.8 67.1 74.4 9.2 38.7 52.1 30.5 63.4 58.6 68.2
Slovenská Republika 5403 110.2 3.9 44.7 43.9 49.0 6.2 38.5 55.4 5.7 56.8 51.4 62.4
Bratislavský 602 293.0 5.7 101.8 97.4 111.7 2.3 23.1 74.7 : 67.2 62.7 72.1
Západné Slovensko 1878 125.3 3.4 40.9 41.0 44.9 7.3 42.4 50.3 : 57.2 51.6 62.9
Stredné Slovensko 1360 83.7 3.2 36.9 36.1 40.5 6.5 40.7 52.8 : 55.4 50.0 60.8
Východné Slovensko 1564 99.3 3.5 34.0 33.1 37.3 6.5 39.4 54.1 : 53.2 47.4 59.2
N10: new Member States; N12: new Member States plus Bulgaria and Romania
* NUTS level 1 (underlined) and level 2 regions. The new regions introduced in May 2003 are shown in red, the old regions in italics.
Thechanges introduced areasfollows: inGermany,Brandenburg hasbeen divided intotwo NUTS2regions; inSpain, Ceuta yMelillahasalsobeen divided intotwo regions; inIt-
aly,theNordOvestNUTS1regionhasbeen redefined toinclude Lombardia,previouslyaNUTS1region, NordEsttoinclude Emilia-Romagna,Centrotoinclude Lazioand Sudto
includeAbruzzo-MoliseandCampania,whileanewNUTS1region,Isole,hasbeenformedtocoverSardegna andSicilia;inPortugal,theformerLisboaeValedoTejoNUTS2re-
gion has been split between Centro, a new Lisboa region and Alentejo; in Finland, four previous NUTS 2 regions in the Manner-Suomi NUTS 1 region (all except Itä-Suomi) have
been reclassified to form three new NUTS 2 regions.
GDP growth: FR(DOM): 1995–2000; GDP/head: FR(DOM): 2000 and average 1999–2000
Employment by sector: F(DOM): estimates; MT: national source
Long-term unemployment: excl. MT
Employment rates: MT: national source
Population by age class: F(DOM): 1998; MT: 1999
Source: Eurostat (REGIO, LFS), National Statistical Offices and calculations DG REGIO
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Labour market Age structure Education Region *
Unemployment rate (%) % of the population aged : (2000) Educational attainment of persons
aged 25-64 (% of total), 2002
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: 18.2 67.5 19.2 45.7 21.4 66.8 11.8 20.0 68.8 11.1 Podkarpackie
: 16.8 58.0 17.1 37.9 20.1 66.4 13.5 23.9 62.4 13.6 Podlaskie
: 21.5 39.5 23.7 45.1 19.8 69.4 10.7 19.4 67.5 13.1 Pomorskie
: 20.1 62.3 23.2 42.0 17.3 71.2 11.5 15.0 74.4 10.6 Œlaskie
: 18.8 53.9 19.4 48.7 18.8 67.4 13.8 20.2 67.1 12.6 Œwiêtokrzyskie
: 25.9 59.2 27.7 52.2 20.7 69.0 10.4 25.9 63.2 10.9 Warmiñsko-Mazurskie
: 18.2 45.3 20.2 38.0 19.8 68.9 11.3 17.9 71.5 10.6 Wielkopolskie
: 26.0 52.7 26.3 54.6 18.7 70.4 10.9 20.7 68.0 11.3 Zachodniopomorskie
: 8.4 54.0 7.7 23.2 18.5 68.3 13.2 28.9 61.2 9.8 România
: 7.8 50.8 7.1 19.6 21.2 66.2 12.6 32.8 60.2 7.0 Nord-Est
: 10.6 52.8 11.2 26.7 18.8 68.7 12.6 32.2 58.5 9.3 Sud-Est
: 9.8 53.4 9.1 29.8 18.2 67.0 14.7 31.1 61.8 7.1 Sud
: 6.7 55.6 6.2 22.4 18.5 67.0 14.5 27.5 64.0 8.5 Sud-Vest
: 7.2 51.5 6.8 18.6 17.7 69.4 12.9 28.7 60.8 10.5 Vest
: 7.6 55.2 6.6 19.4 19.0 68.6 12.4 31.7 58.9 9.4 Nord-Vest
: 8.4 53.7 7.0 22.8 18.5 69.2 12.3 26.5 65.6 7.9 Centru
: 8.8 61.3 7.3 26.1 14.3 72.1 13.6 16.9 60.9 22.1 Bucureºti
: 6.3 55.6 6.8 16.5 16.1 70.0 13.9 23.0 61.8 15.3 Slovenija
: 18.7 65.2 18.7 37.7 19.8 68.8 11.4 14.0 75.1 10.9 Slovenská Republika
: 8.7 53.3 9.2 18.4 16.4 71.6 12.0 9.1 66.6 24.3 Bratislavský
: 17.5 69.8 18.1 35.5 18.5 69.5 12.0 15.5 76.0 8.5 Západné Slovensko
: 21.4 61.9 21.3 40.6 20.2 68.4 11.5 15.2 75.2 9.7 Stredné Slovensko
: 22.2 65.7 21.7 44.4 22.4 67.2 10.4 13.2 77.6 9.2 Východné Slovensko
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